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The amendments were ordered to be
engrossed, and the bill to be read the
third time.

The bill was read the third time, and
passed.

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote by which the bill was
passed

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I move
to lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT OF THE VOCATIONAL
REHABILITATION ACT

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to the consideration of H.R.
8310.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be stated by title for the informa-
tion of the Senate.

The LeGIsLATIVE CLERK. A bill (H.R.
8310) to amend the Vocational Rehabili-
tation Act to assist in providing more
flexibility in the financing and adminis-
tration of State rehabilitation programs,
and to assist in the expansion and im-
provement of services and facilities pro-
vided under such programs, particularly
for the mentally retarded and other
groups presenting special vocational re-
habilitation problems, and for other pur-
poses.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration
of the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that this bill be
made the pending business for tomorrow.
There will be no action taken on the
measure this evening.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none; and
it is so ordered.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AUTHORIZATION TO RECEIVE MES-
SAGES AND SIGN BILLS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Secre-
tary of the Senate be authorized to re-
ceive messages from the House, and that
the Vice President be authorized to sign
bills during the adjournment of the
Senate until noon, October 1, 1965.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL TOMORROW
AT 11 AM.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, if

there is no further business to come be-

fore the Senate, I move, pursuant to the
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order previously entered, that the Sen-
ate stand in adjournment until 11 o’clock
tomorrow morning.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 6
o'clock and 15 minutes p.m.) the Senate,
under the order previously entered, ad-
journed until tomorrow, Friday, October
1, 1965, at 11 o’clock a.m.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the
Senate September 30, 1965:
IN THE ARMY
The following-named officer to be placed
on the retired list in grade indicated under
the provisions of title 10, United States Code,
sectlon 3862:
To be lieutenant general
Lt, Gen. Willlam Henry Sterling Wright,
018129, Army of the United States (major
general, U.S. Army).
U.S. MARSHAL
Leonard T. Heckathorn, of South Dakota,
to be U.S. marshal for the district of South
Dakota for the term of 4 years. (Reappoint-
ment.)
U.S. ATTORNEY
H. Moody Brickett, of Montana, to be U.S.
attorney for the district of Montana for the
term of 4 years. (Reappolntment.)

CONFIRMATION

Executive nominations confirmed by
the Senate September 30, 1965:
PuBLic HEALTH SERVICE
Willlam H. Stewart, of Maryland, to be
Surgeon General of the Public Health Service
for a term of 4 years.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 30, 1965

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

Dr. Josef Nordenhaug, general secre-
tary of the Baptist World Alliance, of-
fered the following prayer:

Psalm 143: 8: Let me hear in the
morning of Thy steadfast love, for in
Thee I put my trust. Teach me the way
I should go, for to Thee I lift up my soul.

Let us pray:

Almighty God, we thank Thee that the
way to Thee is open. Give us now an
awareness of Thy presence, and faith
to respond to Thy beckoning.

We declare our utter dependence on
Thee and confess our failures and limita-
tions. We seek Thy forgiveness for the
past and resources for the obligations
of the future.

‘We do not shrink back from the bur-
dens of this turbulent age, but are grate-
ful that Thou hast matched us with this
hour.

We intercede for our Nation and all
the peoples of the earth. Guide us by
Thy Spirit to find the way of peace and
righteousness and to walk in it.

May the peace of God guard our hearts
and minds through Christ Jesus. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The Journal of the proceedings of
yesterday was read and approved.
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MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was communi-
cated to the House by Mr. Geisler, one of
his secretaries, who also informed the
House that on the following dates the
President approved and signed bills and a
joint resolution of the House of the fol-
lowing titles:

On September 14, 1965:

H.R.4465. An act to enact part III of the
District of Columbia Code, entitled *Dece-
dents’ Estates and Fiduciary Relations,” codi-
fying the general and permanent laws relat-
ing to decedents’ estates and fiduciary rela-
tions in the District of Columbia.

On September 15, 1965:

H.R. 1443, An act for the relief of Mrs. Olga
Bernice Bramson Gilfillan;

H.R. 1627. An act for the relief of Esterina
Ricupero;

H.R. 1820. An act for the relief of Winsome
Elaine Gordon;

H.R.2678. An act for the relief of Joo ¥ul

H.R.2871. An act for the relief of Dorota
Zytka;

H.R.3202, An act for the relief of Consuelo
Alvarado de Corpus;

H.R. 5024. An act to amend titles 1(? and
14, United States Code, and the Military Per-
sonnel and Civillan Employees' Clalms Act of
1964, with respect to the settlement of claims
against the United States by members of the
uniformed services and civilian officers and
employees of the United States for damage to,
or loss of, personal property incident to their
service, and for other purposes;

HR.6719. An act for the rellef of Mrs.
Eazuyo Watanabe Ridgely; and

H.R.9570. An act to amend the Federal
Firearms Act to authorize the Secretary of
the Treasury to relieve applicants from cer-
tain provisions of the act if he determines
that the granting of relief would not be con-
trary to the public interest, and that the ap-
plicant would not be likely to conduct his
operations in an unlawful manner,

On September 16, 1965:

H.R. 10775. An act to authorize certain con-
struction at military installations, and for
other purposes.

On September 17, 1965:

H.R.725. An act to clarify the responsibil-
ity for marking of obstructions in navigable
waters;

H.R.727. An act to provide for the admin-
istration of the Coast Guard Band; and

H.R. 1402, An act for the relief of Dr. Jorge
Rosendo Barahona.

On September 21, 1965:

H.R. 2305. An act for the rellef of Zenaida
Quijano Lazaro;

H.R. 3039. An act to amend 1006 of title 87,
United States Code, to authorize the Secre-
tary concerned, under certain conditions, to
make payment of pay and allowances to
members of an armed force under his juris-
diction before the end of the pay period for.
which such payment is due;

H.R. 5989. An act to amend section 27, Mer-
chant Marine Act of 1920, as amended (46
U.8.C. 883); and

H.R. 8351. An act for the relief of Clarence
L. Alu and others.

On September 22, 1965:

H.R. 8027. An act to provide assistance in
training State and local law enforcement of-
ficers and other personnel, and in improving
capabilities, techniques, and practices in
State and local law enforcement and preven-
tion and control of crime, and for other pur=-
poses;

H.R. 8333. An act to amend title 10, United
States Code, to provide for the establishment
of a program of cash awards for suggestions,
inventions, or sclentific achievements by
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members of the Armed Forces which con-
tribute to the efficiency, economy, or other
improvement of Government operations; and

HR.10586. An act making supplemental
appropriations for the Departments of Labaor,
and Health, Education, and Welfare for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1966, and for other
» On September 25, 1965
H.R. 1892. An act for the rellef of M. Sgt.
Richard G. Smith, U.S. Air Force, retired;

H.R.T779. An act to provide for the retire-
ment of enlisted members of the Coast Guard
Reserve;

H.R.8761. An act to provide an increase in
the retired pay of certain members of the
former Lighthouse Service;

H.R.10323. An act making appropriations
for military construction for the Department
of Defense for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1966, and for other purposes; and

H.J. Res. 504. Joint resclution to facilitate
the admission into the United States of cer-
tain aliens.

On September 27, 1965:

H.R. 6431. An act to amend the Tariff Act of
1930 to provide that certain forms of nickel
be admitted free of duty; and

H.R.8469. An act to provide certain in-
creases in annuities payable from the ecivil
service retirement and disability fund, and
for other purposes.

. On September 29, 1965:
_H.R.3128. An act for the rellef of Angelo
Iannuzzl;

HR.3684. An act for the relief of Maj.
Alexander F. Berol, U.S. Army, retired;

H.R.8218. An act for the relief of Walter E.
Willis;

H.R.9221. An act making appropriations
for the Department of Defense for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1966, and for other pur-
poses;

H.R.10014. An act to amend the act of
July 2, 1954, relating to office space in the
districts of Members of the House of Repre-
sentatives, and the act of June 27, 1956, re-
lating to office space in the States of Sena-
tors; and

H.R. 10874. An act to amend the Rallroad
Retirement Act of 1937 and the Rallroad Re-
tirement Tax Act to eliminate certain provi-
Blons which reduce spouses’ annulities, to
provide coverage for tips, to increase the base
on which railroad retirement benefits and
taxes are computed, and to change the rail-
road retirement tax rates.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Arrington, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate agrees to the amend-
ments of the House to a bill of the Sen-
ate of the following title:

S.596. An act to amend the Public Health
Service Act to assist in combating heart dis-
ease, cancer, and stroke, and other major
diseases.

The message also announced that the
Presiding Officer of the Senate, pursuant
to Public Law 115, 78th Congress, en-
titled “An act to provide for the disposal
of certain records of the U.S. Govern-
ment,” appointed Mr. Mownrowey and
Mr. CarLsoN members of the joint select
committee on the part of the Senate for
the disposition of executive papers re-
ferred to in the report of the Archivist of
the United States numbered 66-6.

FOREIGN ASSISTANCE APPROPRI-
ATION ACT, 1966

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, on be-
half of the gentleman from Louisiana
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[Mr. Passman], I ask unanimous consent
that the managers on the part of the
House may have until midnight tonight
to file a conference report on the bill
(H.R. 10871), the Foreign Assistance and
Related Agencies Appropriation Act of
1966.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Mississippi?

There was no objection.

AMEND TITLE V OF THE INTERNA-
TIONAL CLAIMS SETTLEMENT
ACT OF 1849

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s desk the bill (H.R. 9336) to
amend title V of the International Claims
Settlement Act of 1949 relating to cer-
tain claims against the Government of
Cuba, with a Senate amendment thereto,
and concur in the Senate amendment.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The Clerk read the Senate amendment,
as follows:

Strike out all after the enacting clause and
insert:

“That section 501 of the International
Claims Settlement Act of 1949 (22 U.S.C.
1643) Is amended by striking out ‘which
have arisen out of debts for merchandlse
furnished or services rendered by nationals
of the United States without regard to the
date on which such merchandise was fur-
nished or services were rendered or’,

“Sec. 2. Section 503(a) of such Act (22
U.S.C. 1643(a)) is amended by striking out
‘arising out of debts for merchandise fur-
nished or services rendered by nationals of
the United States without regard to the date
on which such merchandise was furnished
or services were rendered or’.

“Sec. 8. SBection 505(a) of such Act (22
U.S.C. 1643d) is amended by adding a new
sentence at the end thereof as follows: ‘A
claim under section 503(a) of this title based
upon a debt or other obligation owing by
any corporation, association, or other entity
organized under the laws of the United
States, or of any State, the Distriet of Colum-
bia, or the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico
shall be considered, only when such debt or
other obligation is a charge on property
which has been nationalized, expropriated,
intervened, or taken by the Government of
Cuba.’

“Sec, 4. Section 506 of such Act (22 U.S.C.
1643e) is amended by striking out *: Pro-
vided, That the deduction of such amounts
shall not be construed as divesting the United
States of any rights against the Government
of Cuba for the amounts so deducted’.

“Sec. 5. Section 511 of such Act (22 U.S,C,
1643)) is amended to read as follows:

'* ‘APPROPRIATIONS

“*Sec. 511. There are hereby authorized to
be appropriated such sums as may be neces-
sary to enable the Commission to pay its ad-
ministrative expenses incurred in carrying
out its functions under this title.' "

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Florida?

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, reserving the
right to object, will the gentleman please
explain the Senate amendments?

Mr. FASCELL. If the gentleman will
yield, I will be very happy to explain
them.

Mr. HALL. I should be glad to yield,

Mr. FASCELL. As you will recall, this
bill passed the House earlier without any
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objection. When it got to the other
body three amendments were added.
The first amendment pertains to the
decisions of the Foreign Claims Settle-
ment Commission. In addition to the
written decision, a statement of the
evidence relied upon and the reasoning
employed in reaching the decision is
required.

In the House version that language
was not included. The other body de-
cided to put it back in. We felt that a
documented explanation of claims deter-
mination was actually calling for too
muicth detail, but the other body insisted
on it.

Mr. HALL. It really was just a ques-
tion of having conforming technical
language?

Mr. FASCELL. The gentleman is cor-
rect. The other matter which is more
substantive had to do with the limitation
on the House side on the authorization,
not to exceed $750,000. The Senate re-
moved the limitation and inserted a
general authorization. We cannot con-
ceive any reason why the administrative
expenses for the program should go
beyond $750,000 to $1 million. It is our
intention that they should not.

Therefore we had no particular objec-
tion to the removal of the limitation
although I am frank to say that I would
;rlmch prefer to stay within the limita-

on.

Mr. HALL, Is the gentleman now ad-
vising the House that this is open ended
so far as expenses of the Commission are
concerned?

Mr. FASCELL. Yes. The authoriza-
tion limitation has been removed. I
should like to say to the gentleman that
I am not unduly concerned about that
because, as we know, it still has to go
through the appropriations process.
These are administrative expenses for
processing, for personnel, et cetera,
which we can keep under careful scru-
tiny. It is our purpose in the authoriz-
ing committee to do that.

So, as I say, I am not unduly con-
cerned on that score.

Mr. HALL. Mr, Speaker, I appreciate
the gentleman’s making that legislative
record. We are constantly aware that
these authorizations come back to haunt
us in ther appropriations process. We
have to lay one off against the other.
We would certainly hope that we never
just tacitly agree to open-ended au-
thorizations of appropriation.

Mr. FASCELL. I understand the
gentleman’s feeling.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HALL. I am delighted to yield
to the distinguished minority leader.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Even though
the total limitation has been removed,
my impression from the collogquy taking
place is that those who are administer-
ing the program shall be required, ac-
cording to the words of the gentleman
from Florida, to have in effect an ad-
ministrative ceiling on the handling of
this particular program; is that correct?

Mr. FASCELL. The gentleman is cor-
rect. I can tell you why this came about.
The best estimates on administrative
cost ran somewhere between $750,000 and
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$1 million. I think that is the reason
that the other body decided to remove
the limitation. We had intended to stay
within those figures and certainly I
should think $750,000 would be sufficient.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
distinguished minority leader for his
contribution, and I thank the gentleman
for his explanation.

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, there is
one other amendment to which I might
refer. This has to do with creditor
claims. Such claims must be evidenced
by a charge on the property taken. This
was not in the House version because we
could not get an agreement as to how
ereditors could file separate claims. The
other body, the executive agencies con-
curring, would allow creditors to file sep-
arate claims where that credit was se-
cured by a property interest.

That is what this amendment does.
We believe it is a good amendment.
Therefore, we ask the House to concur
in it.

Mr. Speaker, it is not intended by ref-
erence to a takeover date in this legis-
lation to give the Government of Cuba
the advantage of any statute of limita-
tions defense not asserted prior to the
takeover date.

Furthermore, the amendments are not
intended to deprive an American claim-
ant of a legitimate element of its claim
and provide a windfall to the Cuban Gov-
ernment. Services rendered or merchan-
dise furnished in intercompany transac-
tions regardless of their date ought to
be considered, even though legal steps
were not taken to establish these debts
and to prevent the running of the statute
of limitations. For example, claims based
on transactions between an American
supply company operating in Cuba
through its wholly owned Cuban sub-
sidiary where goods have been delivered
over a long period of years prior to 1959
and payment has not been received, nor
legal action taken to reduce the debt to
judgment or otherwise establish it
through judicial proceedings, should be
considered by the Foreign Claims Settle-
ment Commission.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I certainly
thank the gentleman for his explanation.
It is entirely satisfactory. But now the
House has this information to which we
will agree by unanimous consent, al-
though I still have some reservation about
the second portion of the amendment
which is on open-ended funding, I with-
draw my reservation.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of fhe gentleman from
Florida?

There was no objection.

The Senate amendment was concurred

:A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

“CANBERRA"” WEEK
Mr. BATES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent to take from the Speak-
er's table House Concurrent Resolution
5108, and ask for its immediate considera-
tion.
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The Clerk read the concurrent resolu-

tion, as follows:
H. Con. Res. 508

Whereas the United States ship Canberra is
the only erulser in American naval history
to bear the name of a foreign city; and

Whereas the United States ship Canberra
was chosen to be one of the first gulded-
missile cruisers in the world; and

Whereas the United States ship Canberra
has been in the service of the United States
Navy for over twenty years and established a
record of which all Americans can be justly
proud; and

Whereas the United States ship Canberra is
currently in service as part of the effort to
stem the tide of Communist aggression: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved by the House of Representatives
(the Senate concurring), That the President
is authorized and requested to issue a proc-
lamation setting aside the eight-day period
beginning October 10, 1965, as “Canberra
Week" in honor of all those who have served,
and are serving, the cause of freedom as
officers and members of the crew of the
United States ship Canberra.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

The concurrent resolution was agreed

‘A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr, MacGREGOR. Mr. Speaker, I
make the point of order that a quorum
is not present.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Minnesota makes the point of order that
a quorum is not present. Evidently, a
guorum is not present.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I move a
call of the House.

A call of the House was ordered.

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol-
lowing Members failed to answer to their
names:

[Roll No. 340}

Anderson, Il1. Diggs Morris
Andrews, Dorn Morton

George W. Dow O'Hara, Il
Andrews, Duncan, Oreg. Powell

Glenn Frelinghuysen Rivers, Alaska
Ashley Goodell Rivers, S.C.
Aspinall Hagan, Ga. Robison
Blatnik Hansen, Iowa Roncalio
Bolton Hardy Scott
Bonner - Hathaway Bickles
Brown, Calif. Holifield Talcott
Burton, Utah Johnson, Okla, Thomas
Carter Lindesay Thompson, N.J.
Colmer Long, La. Toll
Daddario Michel Wilson, Bob
Dawson Mize

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 384
Members have answered to their names,
8 guorum.

By unanimous consent, further pro-
ceedings under the call were dispensed
with.

THE THIRD INTERNATIONAL CON-
FERENCE ON THE PEACEFUL USES
OF ATOMIC ENERGY—MESSAGE
FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE
UNITED STATES (H. DOC. NO. 297)
The SPEAKER laid before the House

the following message from the Presi-
dent of the United States; which was
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read and, together with the accompany-
ing papers, referred to the Joint Com-
mittee on Atomic Energy and ordered
printed:

To the Congress of the United States:

The Third International Conference
on the Peaceful Uses of Atomic Energy,
which was held at Geneva, Switzerland,
from August 31 to September 9, 1964,
yielded much evidence that the world is
on the threshold of an execiting new era
of nuclear power. The work of the In-~
ternational Atomic Energy Agency at
Vienna, since its establishment in 1957,
has contributed to the development of
the capabilities of many countries to
cross this threshold. The programs of
the International Atomic Energy Agency,
as they were carried forward during
1964, gave promise that the Agency
will contribute in growing measure
over future years to the application
of the atom to the constructive works of
man. 1

Particularly noteworthy was the prog-
ress made by the International Atomic
Energy Agency during 1964 in laying the
foundations for restricting the use of
nuclear energy exclusively to peaceful
purposes. In February 1964 the Agency
adopted a system of safeguards, applica-
ble to all nuclear reactors, designed to
guard against the diversion of nuclear
materials to military use. In September
1964 the Agency’s Director General re-
ported that agreements had been nego-
tiated with 17 of the 38 countries of the
world possessing nuclear reactors,
whereby some or all of their nuclear fa-
eilities would be placed under the safe-
guards of the Agency.

The United States has supported these
activities, and looks to the Agency fo
play an increasingly significant role in
developing the use of atomic energy for
the benefit of the peoples of the world.
U.S. participation in the International
Atomic Energy Agency during the year
1964 is the subject of this eighth annual
report which I am transmitting to the
Congress pursuant to the provisions of
the International Atomic Energy Agency
Participation Act. )

LynpoN B. JOHNSON.

TaE WaITE HOUSE, Sepiember 30, 1965.

COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND
FOREIGN COMMERCE, PUBLIC
HEALTH SUBCOMMITTEE

Mr, ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that the Pub-
lic Health Subcommittee of the Commit-
tee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce
may sit during general debate this after-
noon.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the genfleman from
Florida? 3

There was no objection.

IMMIGRATION AND NATIONALITY
ACT

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I call up

the conference report on the bill (H.R.

2580) to amend the Immigration and Na-

tionality Act, and for other purposes,
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and ask unanimous consent that the
statement of the managers on the part
of the House be read in lieu of the report.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAEKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the statement.

The conference report and statement
are as follows:

ConrFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. NoO. 1101)

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
2580) to amend the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act, and for other purposes, having
met, after full and free conference, have
agreed to recommend and do recommend to
their respective Houses as follows:

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendment of the Senate and
agree to the same with an amendment as
follows: In lieu of the matter proposed to be
inserted by the Senate amendment insert the
following:

“That section 201 of the Immigration and
Nationality Act (66 Stat. 175; 8 U.S.C. 1151)
be amended to ‘read as follows:

“*'Sgc. 201. (a) Exclusive of speclal im-
migrants defined in section 101(a) (27), and
of the immediate relatives of United States
citizens specified in subsection (b) of this
section, the number of aliens who may be
issued immigrant visas or who may other-
wise acquire the status of an alien lawifully
admitted to the United States for permanent
residence, or who may, pursuant to section
203(a) (7) enter conditionally, (1) shall not
in any of the first three quarters of any
fiscal year exceed a total of 45,000 and (il)
shall not in any fiscal year exceed a total of
170,000.

“*‘(b) The. “immediate relatives” referred
to in subsection (a) of this section shall mean
the children, spouses, and parents of a citi-
zen of the United States: Provided, That in
the case of parents, such citizen must be at
least twenty-one years of age. The im-
mediate relatives specified in this subsection
who are otherwise qualified for admission as
immigrants shall be admitted as such, with-
out regard to the numerical limitations in
this Act.

““‘{c) During the period from July 1, 1965,
through June 30, 1968, the annual quota of
any quota area shall be the same as that
which existed for that area on June 30, 1965.
The Secretary of State shall, not later than
on the sixtieth day immediately following
the date of enactment of this subsection and
again on or before September 1, 1966, and
September 1, 1967, determine and proclaim
the amount of quota numbers which remain
unused at the end of the flscal year ending
on June 30, 1965, June 30, 1966, and June 30,
1967, respectively, and are avallable for dis-
tribution pursuant to subsection (d) of this
section.

“‘(d) Quota numbers not issued or other-
wise used during the previous fiscal year, as
determined in accordance with subsection
(¢) hereof, shall be transferred to an im-
migration pool. Allocation of numbers from
the pool and from national quotas shall not
together exceed in any fiscal year the numeri-
<cal limitations in subsection (a) of this sec-
tion. The immigration pool shall be made
available to immigrants otherwise admissi-
ble under the provisions of this Act who are
unable to obtain prompt issuance of a pref-
erence visa due to oversubscription of their
quotas, or subquotas as determined by the
Secretary of State. Visas and conditional
entries shall be allocated from the immigra-
tion pool within the percentage limitations
and in the order of priority specified in sec-
tion 203 without regard to the quota to which
the alien is chargeable.
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“*(e) The immigration pool and the
quotas of quota areas shall terminate June
30, 1968, Thereafter immigrants admissible
under the provisions of this Act who are sub-
Ject to the numerical limitations of subsec-
tlon (a) of this section shall be admitted in
accordance with the percentage limitations
and in the order of priority specified in sec-
tion 203’

“Sec. 2. Section 202 of the Immigration
and Nationality Act (66 Stat. 175; 8 U.S.C.
1152) is amended to read as follows:

“‘(a) No person shall receive any prefer-
ence or priority or be diseriminated against
in the issuance of an immigrant visa be-
cause of his race, sex, nationality, place of
birth, or place of residence, except as specif-
ically provided in section 101(a)(27), sec-
tion 201(b), and section 208: Provided, That
the total number of immigrant visas and the
number of conditional entries made avail-
able to natives of any single foreign state
under paragraphs (1) through (8) of section
203 (a) shall not exceed 20,000 in any fiscal

year: Provided further, That the foregoing .

proviso shall not operate to reduce the num-
ber of immigrants who may be admitted un-
der the quota of any quota area before June
30, 1968.

“‘(b) Each independent country, self-
governing dominion, mandated territory, and
territory under the international trusteeship
system of the United Nations, other than
the United States and its outlying posses-
sions shall be treated as a separate foreign
state for the purposes of the numerical
limitation set forth in the proviso to sub-
section (a) of this section when approved by
the Secretary of State. All other inhabited
lands shall be attributed to a foreign state
specified by the Secretary of State. For the
purposes of this Act the foreign state to
which an immigrant is chargeable shall be
determined by birth within such foreign state
except that (1) an alien child, when accom-
panied by his alien parent or parents, may
be charged to the same foreign state as the
accompanying parent or of either accom-
panying parent if such parent has received
or would be qualified for an immigrant visa,
if necessary to prevent the separation of the
child from the accompanying parent or par-
ents, and if the foreign state to which such
parent has been or would be chargeable has
not exceeded the numerical limitation set
forth in the proviso to subsection (a) of
this section for that fiscal year; (2) if an
alien is chargeable to a different foreign state
from that of his accompanying spouse, the
foreign state to which such alien is charge-
able may, if necessary to prevent the separa-
tion of husband and wife, be determined by
the foreign state of the accompanying spouse,
if such spouse has received or would be qual-
ified for an immigrant visa and if the foreign
state to which such spouse has been or would
be chargeable has not exceeded the numeri-
cal limitation set forth in the proviso to sub-
section (a) of this section for that fiscal
year; (3) an alien born in the United States
shall be considered as having been born in
the country of which he is a citizen or sub-
ject, or if he Is not a citizen or subject of
any country then in the last foreign country
in which he had his residence as determined
by the consular officer; (4) an alien born
within any foreign state in which neither of
his parents was born and in which neither
of his parents had a residence at the time of
such alien's birth may be charged to the
foreign state of either parent.

“*(c) Any immigrant born in a colony or
other component or dependent area of a
foreign state unless a special Immigrant as
provided in section 101(a) (27) or an imme-
diate relative of a United States citizen as
specified in section 201(b), shall be charge-
able, for the purpose of limitation set forth
in section 202(a), to the foreign state, except
that the number of persons born in any
such colony or other component or depend-
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ent area overseas from the foreign state
chargeable to the forelgn state in any one
fiscal year shall not exceed 1 per centum of
the maximum number of immigrant visas
available to such forelgn state.

**(d) In the case of any change in the
territorial limits of forelgn states, the Sec-

of State shall, upon recognition of
such change, issue appropriate instructions
to all diplomatic and consular offices.’

“SeC. 3. Section 203 of the Immigration
and Nationality Act (66 Stat, 175; 8 U.S.C.
1153) is amended to read as follows:

“*Sec. 203. (a) Aliens who are subject to
the numerical limitations specified in sec~
tion 201(a) shall be allotted visas or their
conditional entry authorized, as the case may
be, as follows:

‘(1) Visas shall be first made avallable,
in a number not to exceed 20 per centum of
the number specified in section 201(a) (i), to
qualified immigrants who are the unmar-
ried sons or daughters of citizens of the
United States.

“*(2) Visas shall next be made available,
in a number not to exceed 20 per centum of
the number specified in section 201(a) (i),
plus any visas not required for the classes
specified in paragraph (1), to qualified im=-
migrants who are the spouses, unmarried
sons or unmarried daughters of an alien law=
fully admitted for permanent residence.

“*(8) Visas shall next be made available,
in a number not to exceed 10 per centum of
the number specified in section 201(a) (i1),
to qualified immigrants who are members of
the professions, or who because of their ex-
ceptional ability in the sciences or the arts
will substantially benefit prospectively the
national economy, cultural interests, or wel=-
fare of the United States.

*“‘(4) Visas shall next be made available,
in a number not to exceed 10 per centum of
the number specified in section 201(a) (i1),
plus any visas not required for the classes
specified in paragraphs (1) through (3), to
qualified immigrants who are the married
sons or the married daughters of citizens of
the United States.

“*(5) Visas shall next be made available,
in a number not to exceed 24 per centum of
the number specified in section 201(a) (i),
plus any visas not required for the classes
specified in paragraphs (1) through (4), to
qualified immigrants who are the brothers
or sisters of citizens of the United States.

**(6) Visas shall next be made available,
in a number not to exceed 10 per centum of
the number specified in section 201(a) (ii),
to qualified immigrants who are capable of
performing specified skilled or unskilled
labor, not of a temporary or seasonal nature,
for which a shortage of employable and will=
ing persons exists in the United States.

“*(7) Conditional entries shall next be
made available by the Attorney General, pur-
suant to such regulations as he may pre-
scribe and in a number not to exceed 6 per
centum of the number specified in section
201(a) (i), to aliens who satisfy an Immigra-
tion and Naturalization Service officer at an
examination in any non-Communist or non=
Communist-dominated country, (A) that (1)
because of persecution or fear of persecution
on account of race, religion, or political opin=
ion they have fled (I) from any Communist
or Communist-dominated country or area, or
(II) from any country within the general
area of the Middle East, and (ii) are unable
or unwilling to return to such country or
area on account of race, religion, or political
opinion, and (iil) are not nationals of the
countries or areas in which their application
for conditional entry is made; or (B) that
they are persons uprooted by catastrophic
natural calamity as defined by the President
who are unable to return to their usual place
of abode. For the purpose of the foregoing
the term “general area of the Middle East”
means the area between and including (1)
Libya on the west, (2) Turkey on the north,
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(3) Pakistan on the east, and (4) Saudi
Arabia and Ethiopia on the south: Provided,
That immigrant visas in a number not ex-
ceeding one-half the number specified in this
paragraph may be made available, in lieu of
conditional entries of a like number, to such
allens who have been continuously physi-
cally present in the United States for a pe-
riod of at least two years prior to application
for adjustment of status.

‘“*(8) Visas authorized In any fiscal year,
less those required for issuance to the classes
specified in paragraphs (1) through (6) and
less the number of conditional entries and
visas made available pursuant to paragraph
(7), shall be made available to other quali-
fied immigrants strictly in the chronological
order in which they qualify. Walting lists of
applicants shall be maintained in accordance
with regulations prescribed by the Secretary
of State. No immigrant visa shall be issued
to & nonpreference immigrant under this
paragraph, or to an immigrant with a pref-
erence under paragraph (3) or (6) of this
subsection, until the consular officer is in
receipt of & determination made by the Sec-
retary of Labor pursuant to the provisions of
section 212(a) (14).

“*(9) A spouse or child as defined In sec-
tion 101(b)(1)(A), (B), (C), (D), or (E)
shall, if not otherwise entitled to an immi-
grant status and the immediate issuance of a
visa or to conditional entry under paragraphs
(1) through (8), be entitled to the same
status, and the same order of consideration
provided in subsection (b}, if accompanying,
or following to join, his spouse or parent.

“*(b) In considering applications for im-
migrant visas under subsection (a) consid-
eration shall be given to applicants in the
order in which the classes of which they are
members are listed in subsection (a).

“!(e) Immigrant visas issued pursuant to
paragraphs (1) through (6) of subsection
(a) shall be issued to eligible immigrants
in the order in which a petition in behalf
of each such immigrant is filed with the
Attorney General as provided in section 204.

“‘(d) Every immigrant shall be presumed
to be a nonpreference immigrant until he
establishes to the satisfaction of the consular
officer and the immigration officer that he is
entitled to a preference status under para-
graphs (1) through (7) of subsection (a),
or to a special immigrant status under section
101(a) (27), or that he is an immediate rela-
tive of a United States citizen as specified
in section 201(b). In the case of any alien
claiming in his application for an immigrant
visa to be an immediate relative of a United
States citizen as specified in section 201(b)
or to be entitled to preference immigrant
status under paragraphs (1) through (6)
of subsection (a), the consular officer shall
not grant such status until he has been
ggzhsrized to do so as provided by section

“*(e) For the purposes of carrylng out
his responsibilities in the orderly adminis-
tration of this section, the Secretary of State
is authorized to make reasonable estimates
of the anticipated numbers of visas to be
issued during any quarter of any fiscal year
within each of the categories of subsection
(a), and to rely upon such estimates in
authorizing the issuance of such visas. The
Secretary of State, in his discretion, may
terminate the registration on a waiting list
of any allen who fails to evidence his con-
tinued intention to apply for a visa in such
manner as may be by regulation prescribed.

“*(f) The Attorney General shall submit
to the Congress a report containing com-
plete and detailed statement of facts in the
case of each alien who conditionally entered
the United States pursuant to subsection
(a) (7) of this section. Such reports shall
be submitted on or before January 15 and
June 15 of each year.

“‘(g) Any alilen who conditionally en-
tered the United States as a refugee, pur-
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suant to subsection (a)(7) of this section,
whose conditional entry has not been ter-
minated by the Attorney General pursuant
to such regulations as he may prescribe,
who has been in the United States for at
least two years, and who has not acquired
permanent residence, shall forthwith return
or be returned to the custody of the Im-
migration and Naturalization Service and
shall thereupon be inspected and examined
for admission into the United States, and
his case dealt with in accordance with the
provisions of sections 235, 236, and 237 of
this Act.

“‘(h) Any alien who, pursuant to subsec-
tion (g) of this section, is found, upon
inspection by the immigration officer or after
hearing before a special inquiry officer, to
be admissible as an immigrant under this
Act at the time of his inspection and exam-
ination, except for the fact that he was not
and is not In possession of the documents
required by section 212(a) (20), shall be re-
garded as lawfully admitted to the United
States for permanent residence as of the
date of his arrival.’

“Sec. 4. Section 204 of the Immigration
and Nationality Act (66 Stat. 176; 8 U.S.C.
1154) is amended to read as follows:

“‘Segc. 204. (a) Any citizen of the United
States claiming that an alien is entitled to a
preference status by reason of the relation-
ships described in paragraphs (1), (4), or
(6) of section 203(a), or to an immediate rel-
atlve status under section 201(b), or any
alien lawfully admitted for permanent resi-
dence claiming that an alien is entitled to a
preference status by reason of the relation-
ship described in section 203(a)(2), or any
alien desiring to be classified as a preference
immigrant under section 203(a) (3) (or any
person on behalf of such an alien), or any
person desiring and intending to employ
within the United States an alien entitled to
classification as a preference immigrant un-
der section 203(a)(6), may file a petition
with the Attorney General for such classifi-
cation, The petition shall be in such form as
the Attorney General may by regulations pre-
scribe and shall contain such information
and be supported by such documentary evi-
dence as the Attorney General may require.
The petition shall be made under oath ad-
ministered by any individual having author-
ity to administer oaths, if executed In the
United States, but, if executed outside the
United States, administered by a consular
officer or an immigration officer.

“‘(b) After an investigation of the facts
in each case, and after consultation with the
Secretary of Labor with respect to petitions
to accord a status under section 203(a) (3)
or (6), the Attorney General shall, if he de-
termines that the facts stated in the peti-
tion are true and that the alien in behalf of
whom the petition is made is an immediate
relative specified in sectlon 201(b) or is eli-
gible for a preference status under section
203(a), approve the petition and forward
one copy thereof to the Department of State.
The Secretary of State shall then authorize
the consular officer concerned to grant the
preference status.

“f(e¢) Notwithstanding the provisions of
subsection (b) no more than two petitions
may be approved for one petitioner in behalf
of a child as defined in section 101(b) (1)
(E) or (F) unless necessary to prevent the
separation of brothers and sisters and no pe-
tition shall be approved if the alien has pre-
viously been accorded a nonguota or prefer-
ence status as the spouse of a citizen of the
United States or the spouse of an alien law-
fully admitted for permanent residence, by
reason of a marriage determined by the At-
torney General to have been entered into for
the purpose of evading the immigration laws.

“*(d) The Attorney General shall forward
to the Congress a report on each approved pe-
tition for immigrant status under sections
203(a) (3) or 203(a) (6) stating the basis for
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his approval and such facts as were by him
deemed to be pertinent in establishing the
beneficiary's qualifications for the prefer-
ential status. Such reports shall be sub-
mitted to the Congress on the first and fif-
teenth day of each calendar month in which
the Congress is in session.

**(e) Nothing in this section shall be con-
strued to entitle an immigrant, in behalf of
whom a petition under this section is ap-
proved, to enter the United States as a prefer-
ence immigrant under section 203(a) or as
an immediate relative under section 201(b) if
upon his arrival at a8 port of entry in the
United States he is found not to be entitled
to such classification.’

“BSec. b. Section 205 of the Immigration
and Nationality Act (66 Stat. 176; 8 U.S.C.
11556) is amended to read as follows:

*“‘Sec. 206. The Attorney General may, at
any time, for what he deems to be good and
sufficlent cause, revoke the approval of any
petition approved by him under section 204.
Such revocation shall be effective as of the
date of approval of any such petition. In
no case, however, shall such revocation have
effect unless there is malled to the peti-
tioner’s last known address a notice of the
revocation and unless notice of the revoca-
tion is communicated through the Secretary
of State to the beneficlary of the petition
before such beneficiary commences his jour-
ney to the United States. If notice of revo-
cation is not so given, and the beneficiary
applies for admission to the United States,
his admissibility shall be determined in the
smse' T provided for by sections 2356 and

“Sec. 6. Section 206 of the Immigration
and Nationality Act (66 Stat. 181; 8 U.S.C.
1156) is amended to read as follows:

“*Spc. 206, If an immigrant having an
immigrant visa is excluded from admission to
the United States and deported, or does not
apply for admission before the expiration of
the validity of his visa, or if an alien having
an immigrant visa issued to him as a pref-
erence immigrant is found not to be a
preference immigrant, an immigrant visa or
a preference immigrant visa, as the case may
be, may be issued in lieu thereof to another
qualified allen.’

“Sec. 7. Section 207 of the Immigration
and Natlonality Act (66 Stat. 181; 8 U.S.C.
1157) is stricken.

“Sec. 8. Section 101 of the tion
and Nationality Act (66 Stat. 166; 8 U.S.C.
1101) is amended as follows:

“(a) Paragraph (27) of subsection (a) is
amended to read as follows:

“*(27) The term ‘“special immigrant”
means—

“*(A) an immigrant who was born in any
independent foreign country of the Western
Hemisphere or in the Canal Zone and the
spouse and children of any such immigrant,
if accompanying, or Iollowing to join him:
Provided, That no t visa shall be
issued pursuant to this clause until the
consular officer is in receipt of a determi-
nation made by the Secretary of Labor
pursuant to the provisions of section
212(a) (14);

“‘(B) an immigrant, lawiully admitted for
permanent residence, who is returning from
a temporary visit abroad;

“i(C) an immigrant who was a citizen of
the United States and may, under section
324(a) or 827 of title III, apply for reacquisi-
tion of citizenship;

“¢D) (i) an immigrant who continuously
for at least two years immediately preceding
the time of his application for admission
to the United States has been, and who
seeks to enter the United States solely for
the purpose of carrying on the vocation of
minister of a religious denomination, and
whose services are needed by such religious
denomination having a bona fide organization
in the United States; and (ii) the spouse or
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the child of any such immigrant, if accom-~
panying or following to join him; or

“‘(E) an immigrant who is an employee,
or an honorably retired former employee, of
the United States Government abroad, and
who has performed falthful service for a
total of fifteen years, or more, and his ac-
companying spouse and children: Provided,
That the principal officer of a Foreign Serv-
ice establishment, in his discretion, shall
have recommended the granting of speclal
immigrant status to such allen in excep-
tional circumstances and the Secretary of
State approves such recommendation and
finds that it is in the national Interest to
grant such status.

“(b) Paragraph (32) of subsection (a) is
amended to read as follows:

**(32) The term “profession” shall include
but not be limited to architects, engineers,
lawyers, physicians, surgeons, and teachers
in elementary or secondary schools, colleges,
academies, or seminaries.’

“(e) SBubparagraph (1) (F) of subsection
(b) is amended to read as follows:

‘“*(PF) a child, under the age of fourteen at
the time a petition is filed in his behalf to
accord a classification as an immediate rela-
tive under section 201(b), who is an orphan
because of the death or disappearance of,
abandonment or desertion by, or separation
or loss from, both parents, or for whom the
sole or surviving parent is incapable of pro-
viding the proper care which will be provided
the child if admitted to the United States
and who has in writing irrevocably released
the child for emigration and adoption; who
has been adopted abroad by a United States
citizen and his spouse who personally saw
and observed the child prior to or during
the adoption proceedings; or who ls coming
to the United States for adoption by a Unlted
States citizen and spouse who have complied
with the preadoption requirements, if any,
of the child's proposed residence: Provided,
That no natural parent or prior adoptive
parent of any such child shall thereafter, by
virtue of such parentage, be accorded any
right, privilege, or status under this Act.’

“Sec. 9. Section 211 of the Immigration and
Nationality Act (66 Stat. 181; 8 U.S.C. 1181)
is amended to read as follows:

" 'SEc. 211. (a) Except as provided in sub-
section (b) no immigrant shall be admitted
into the United States unless at the time
of application for admission he (1) has a
valid unexpired immigrant visa or was born
subsequent to the issuance of such visa of the
accompanying parent, and (2) presents a
valld unexpired: passport or other suitable
travel document, or document of identity and
nationality, if such document is required
under the regulations issued by the Attorney
General. With respect to immigrants to be
admitted under quotas of quota areas prior
to June 30, 1968, no immigrant visa shall be
deemed valid unless the immigrant is prop-
erly chargeable to the quota area under the
gquota of which the visa is issued.

“‘(b) Notwithstanding the provisions of
section 212(a) (20) of this Act in such cases
or in such classes of cases and under such
conditions as may be by regulations pre-
scribed, returning resident immigrants, de-
fined in section 101(a)(27)(B), who are
ptherwise admissable may be readmitted to
the United States by the Attorney General
in his discretion without being required to
obtain a passport, immigrant visa, reentry
permit or other documentation.’

“Sec. 10, Section 212(a) of the Immigration
and Nationality Act (66 Stat. 182; 8 U.S.C.
1182) is amended as follows:

“(n) Paragraph (14) is amended to read as
follows:

“*Allens seeking to enter the Unlted States,
for the purpose of performing skilled or un-
gkilled labor, unless the Secretary of Labor
has determined and certified to the Secre-
tary of State and to the Attorney General
that (A) there are not sufficient workers in
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the United States who are able, willing,
qualified, and available at the time of ap-
plication for a visa and admission to the
United States and at the place to which the
alien is destined to perform such skilled or
unskilled labor, and (B) the employment of
such aliens will not adversely affect the wages
and working conditions of the workers in the
United States similarly employed. The ex-
clusion of aliens under this paragraph shall
apply to special immigrants defined in sec-
tion 101(a) (27) (A) (other than the parents,
spouses, or children of United States citizens
or of aliens lawfully admitted to the United
States for permanent residence), to pref-
erence immigrant aliens described in section
203(a) (3) and (6), and to nonpreference
immigrant allens described in section 203(a)
(8);".

“(b) Paragraph (20) is gsmended by delet-
ing the letter ‘(e)’ and substituting therefor
the letter ‘(a)’.

“(e) Paragra.ph (21} is amended by delet-
ing the word ‘quota’.

“(d) Paragraph (24) is a.mended by de-
leting the language within the parentheses
and substituting therefor the following:
‘other than aliens described in section
101(a) (27) (A) and (B).'

“Sec, 11. The Immigration and Nationality
Act (66 Stat. 176; 8 U.8.C. 1151) is amended
as follows:

“(a) Section 221(a) is amended by de-
leting the words ‘the particular nonguota
category in which the immigrant is classified,
if a nonquota Immigrant,” and substituting
in lieu thereof the words ‘the preference, non-
preference, immediate relative, or special im-
migration classification to which the alien
is charged.’

“(b) The fourth sentence of subsection
221(c) is amended by deleting the word
‘quota’ preceding the word ‘number;’ the
word ‘quota’ preceding the word ‘year;’ and
the words ‘a quota’ preceding the word ‘im-
migrant,” and substituting in lieu thereof
the word ‘an’.

“(c) Section 222(a) is amended by de-
leting the words ‘preference gquota or a
nongquota Immigrant’ and substituting in
lieu thereof the words ‘an immediate rela-
tive within the meaning of section 201(b)
or a preference or special immigrant’.

“(d) Section 224 is amended to read as
follows: ‘A consular officer may, subject to
the limitations provided in section 221, issue
an immigrant visa to a special immigrant or
immediate relative as such upon satisfac-
tory proof, under regulations prescribed
under this Act, that the applicant is entitled
to special immigrant or immediate relative
status,’

“(e) BSection 241(a)(10) is amended by
substituting for the words ‘Section 101(a)
(27) (C)’ the words ‘Section 101(a) (27) (A)’.

“(f) Section 243(h) is amended by strik-
ing out ‘physical persecution’ and inserting
in lieu thereof ‘persecution on account of
race, religion, or political opinion’.

“Sec, 12. Section 244 of the Immigration
and Nationality Act (66 Stat. 214; 8 U.S.C.
1254) is amended as follows:

““(a) Subsection (d) is amended to read:

“‘(d) Upon the cancellation of deporta-
tion in the case of any allen under this sec-
tion, the Attorney General shall record the
alien’s lawful admission for permanent resi-
dence as of the date the cancellation of de-
portation of such allen is made, and unless
the alien is entitled to a special immigrant
classification under section 101(a)(27)(A),
or is an immediate relative within the mean-
ing of section 201(b) the Secretary of State
shall reduce by one the number of nonprefer-
ence immigrant visas authorized to be issued
under section 203(a)(8) for the fiscal year
then current.’

“(b) Subsection (f) is amended by in-
serting after the language ‘entered the United
States as a crewman' the language 'subse-
quent to June 30, 1964;",
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“SEc. 13. Bection 245 of the Immigration
and Natlonality Act (66 Stat. 217; 8 US.C.
1255) is amended as follows:

“{a) Subsection (b) is amended to read:

“*(b) Upon the approval of an applica-
tion for adjustment made under subsection
(a), the Attorney General shall record the
alien’s lawful admission for permanent resi-
dence as of the date the order of the Attorney
General approving the application for the
adjustment of status is made, and the Secre-
tary of State shall reduce by one the number
of the preference or nonpreference visas au-
thorized to be issued under section 203(a)
within the class to which the alien is charge-
able, for the fiscal year then current.

“(b) Subsection (c¢) is amended to read:

“‘(ec) The provisions of this section shall
not be applicable to any allen who is a native
of any country of the Western Hemisphere
or of any adjacent island named in section
101(b) (5) .’

“Sec. 14. Section 281 of the Immigration
and Nationality Act (66 Stat. 280; 8 U.8.C.
1351) is amended as follows:

“({a) Immediately after ‘Sec. 281." insert
I{a) l:

“(b) Paragraph (6) is amended to read as
follows:

“*(6) For filing with the Attorney General
of each petition under section 204 and sec-
tion 214(c), $10; and’;

*“{e) The following is inserted after para-
graph (7), and is designated subsection (b):

**(b) The time and manner of payment
of the fees specified in paragraphs (1) and
(2) of subsection (a) of this section, includ-
ing but not limited to partial deposit or pre-
payment at the time of registration, shall be
prescribed by the Secretary of State.’; and

“(d) The paragraph beginning with the
words ‘The fees * * *' is designated sub-
section (¢).

“Sec. 15. (a) Paragraph (1) of section
212(a) of the Immigration and Nationality
Act (66 Stat. 182; 8 U.8.C. 1182(a) (1)) is
amended by deleting the language ‘feeble-
minded’ and inserting the language ‘men-
tally retarded’ in its place.

“(b) Paragraph (4) of section 212(a) of
the Immigration and Nationality Act (66
Stat. 182; 8 U.S.C. 1182(a) (4)) is amended
by deleting the word ‘epllepsy’ and substi-
tuting the words ‘or sexual deviation’.

“(c) Sections 212 (f), (g), and (h) of the
Immigration and Nationality Act, as added
by the Act of September 26, 1961 (75 Stat. 654,
655; 8 U.S.C. 1182), are hereby redesignated
sections 212 (g), (h), and (i), respectively,
and section 212 (g) as so redesignated is
amended by inserting before the words
‘afflicted with tuberculosis in any form’ the
following: ‘who is excludable from the
United States under paragraph (1) of sub-
section (a) of this section, or any alien® and
by adding at the end of such subsection the
following sentence: ‘Any allen excludable
under paragraph (3) of subsection (a) of
this section because of past history of men-
tal illness who has one of the same family
relationships as are preseribed in this sub-
section for aliens afflicted with tuberculosis
and whom the Surgeon General of the
United States Public Health Service finds to
have been free of such mental illness for a
period of time sufficient in the light of such
history to demonstrate recovery shall be eli-

gible for a visa in accordance with the terms
of this subsection.”

“Sec. 16. Sections 1, 2, and 11 of the Act
of July 14, 1960 (74 Stat. 504-506), as
amended by section 6 of the Act of June 28,
1962 (76 Stat. 124), are repealed.

“Sgc. 17. Section 221(g) of the Immigra-
tion and Nationallty Act (66 Stat. 192; 8
US.C. 1201(g)) is amended by deleting the
period at the end thereof and adding the
following: ‘: Provided further, That a visa
may be issued to an alien defined in section
101(a) (15) (B) or (F), if such alien is other-
wise entitled to recelve a visa, upon receipt
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of a notice by the consular officer from the
Attorney General of the giving of a bond
with sufficlent surety in such sum and con-
talning such conditions as the consular of-
ficer shall prescribe, to insure that at the
expiration of the time for which such alien
has been admitted by the Attorney General,
as provided in section 214(a), or upon failure
to maintain the status under which he was
admitted, or to maintain any status subse-
quently acquired under section 248 of the
Act, such allen will depart from the United
States.”

“Sec. 18. So much of section 272(a) of the
Immigration and Nationality Act (68 Stat.
226; 8 U.S.C. 1322(a)) as precedes the words
‘shall pay to the collector of customs’ is
amended to read as follows:

*'Seec, 272, (a) Any person who shall bring
to the United States an alien (other than an
allen crewman) who 15 (1) mentally re-
tarded, (2) insane, (3) afilicted with psycho-
pathic personality, or with sexual deviation,
(4) a chronic alcoholic, (5) afflicted with any
dangerous contagious disease, or (6) a nar-
cotle drug addiet,"”.

“Sec. 19, Section 249 of the Immigration
and Nationality Act (66 Stat. 219; 8 U.B.C.
1250) is amended by striking out ‘June 28,
1940" in clause (a) of such section and in-
serting in lieu thereof ‘June 30, 1948.

“Sec. 20, This Act shall become effective
on the first day of the first month after the
expiration of thirty days following the date
of its enactment except as provided herein.

“Sec. 21. (a) There is hereby established
a Belect Commission on Western Hemisphere
Immigration (hereinafter referred to as the
‘Commission’) to be composed of fifteen
members. The President shall appoint the
Chairman of the Commission and four other
members thereof. The President of the Sen-
ate, with the approval of the majority and
minority leaders of the Senate, shall appoint
five members from the membership of the
Senate. The Speaker of the House of Rep-
resentatives, with the approval of the ma-
jority and minority leaders of the House,
shall appoint five members from the mem-
bership of the House. Not more than three
members appointed by the President of the
Senate and the Speaker of the House of Rep-
resentatives, respectively, shall be members
of the same political party. A vacancy in
the membership of the Commission shall be
filled in the same manner as the original
designation and appointment.

“(b) The Commlssion shall study the toi-
lowing matters:

“(1) Prevalling and projected demographic,
technological, and economic trends, particu-
larly as they pertain to Western Hemisphere
nations;

“(2) Present and projected unemployment
in the United States, by occupations, indus-
tries, geographic areas and other factors,
in relation to immigration from the Western
Hemisphere;

“(3) The interrelationships between immi-
gration, present and future, and existing and
contemplated national and international
programs and projects of Western Hemi-
sphere nations, including programs and proj-
ects for economic and soclal development;

“(4) The operation of the Immigration
laws of the United States as they pertain to
Western Hemisphere nations, including the
adjustment of status for Cuban refugees,
with emphasis on the adequacy of such laws
from the standpolnt of falrness and from
the standpoint of the impact of such laws on
employment and working conditions within
the United States;

“(5) The implications of the foregoing
with respect to the security and international
relations of Western Hemisphere nations;
and

“(6) Any other matters which the Com-
mission believes to be germane to the pur-
poses for which it was established.
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“{e) On or before July 1, 1987, the Com-
misslon shall make a first report to the
President and the Congress, and on or before
January 15, 1968, the Commission shall make
a final report to the President and the Con-
gress. Such reports shall include the recom-
mendations of the Commission as to what
changes, if any, are needed in the immigra-
tion laws in the light of its study. The
Commission's recommendations shall in-
clude, but shall not be limited to, recom-
mendations as to whether, and if so how,
numerical limitations should be imposed
upon immigration to the United States from
the nations of the Western Hemisphere. In
formulating its recommendations on the
latter subject, the Commission shall give
particular attention to the impact of such
immigration on employment and working
conditions within the United States and to
the necessity of preserving the special re-
lationship of the United States with its
sister Republics of the Western Hemisphere,

“(d) The life of the Commission shall ex-
pire upon the filing of its final report, except
that the Commission may continue to fune-
tion for up to sixty days thereafter for the
purpose of winding up its affairs,

“(e) Unless legislation inconsistent here-
with is enacted on or before June 30, 1968,
in response to recommendations of the Com-
mission or otherwise, the number of special
immigrants within the meaning of section
101(a) (27) (A) of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act, as amended, exelusive of
special immigrants who are immediate rela-
tives of United States citizens as described
in section 201(b) of that Act, shall not, in
the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1968, or in
any fiscal year thereafter, exceed a total of
120,000.

“(f) All Federal agencies shall cooperate
fully with the Commission to the end that
it may effectively carry out its duties.

““(g) Each member of the Commission who
is not otherwise in the service of the Govern-
ment of the United States shall receive the
sum of $100 for each day spent in the work
of the Commission, shall be paid actual
travel expenses, and per diem in lieu of sub-
sistence expenses, when away from his usual
place of residence, in accordance with section
5 of the Administrative Expenses Act of 1946,
as amended. Each member of the Commis-
sion who is otherwise in the service of the
Government of the United States shall serve
without compensation in addition to that
received for such other service, but while en-
gaged In the work of the Commission shall
be paid actual travel expenses, when away
from his usual place of residence, in accord-
ance with the Administrative Expenses Act
of 1946, as amended,

“(h) There is authorized to be appropri-
ated, out of any money in the Treasury not
otherwise appropriated, so much as may be
necessary to carry out the provisions of this
section.

“Sgc. 22 (a). The designation of chapter 1,
title II, is amended to read as follows:
‘CHAPTER 1—SELECTION SYSTEM'.

“(b) The title preceding sectlon 201 is
amended to read as follows: "NUMERICAL
LIMITATIONS'.

“{e) The title preceding section 202 1is
amended to read as follows: 'NUMERICAL
LIMITATION TO ANY SINGLE FOREIGN STATE'.

“(d) The title preceding section 203 is
amended to read as follows: "ALLOCATION OF
IMMIGRANT VISAS'.

‘(e) The title preceding
amended to read as follows:
GRANTING IMMIGRANT STATUS .

“(f) The title preceding
amended to read as follows:
APPROVAL OF PETITIONS’.

“(g) The title preceding
amended tvo read as follows:
GRANT VISAS',

*{h) The title precedmg section 207 is
repealed.

section 204 is

sectlon 205 is
‘REVOCATION OF

section 206 is
‘UNUSED IMMI-

‘PROCEDURE ¥OR
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“(1) The title preceding section 224 of
chapter 3, title II, is amended to read as
follows: ‘IMMEDIATE RELATIVE AND BSPECIAL
IMMIGRANT VISAS'.

“(]) The title preceding section 249 s
amended to read as follows: 'RECORD OF AD-
MISSION FOR PERMANENT RESIDENCE IN THE
CASE OF CERTAIN ALIENS WHO ENTERED THE
UNITED STATES PRIOR TO JULY 1, 1924, OR JUNE
30, 1848,

“SEc. 23. (a) The table of contents (Title
II—Immigration, chapter 1) of the Immigra~
tion and Nationality Act, is amended to read
as follows:

“ ‘CHAPTER 1—SELECTION SYSTEM

*‘Sec. 201. Numerical limitations.

" ‘Sec. 202, Numerlical ldmitation to any
single foreign state.

Allocation of immigrant visas,

Procedure for granting immi-
grant status.

Revocation of approval of peti-
tlons,

“‘Sec. 206. Unused immigrant visas.’

“(b) The table of contents (Title II—Im-~
migration, chapter 3) of the Immigration and
Natlonality Act, is amended by changing the
designation of section-224 to read as follows:

“‘Sec. 224. Immediate relative and speecial
immigrant visas.’

“(e) The table of contents (Title II—Im-~
migration, chapter 5) of the Immigration and
Nationality Act is amended by changing the
designation of section 249 to read as follows:
*‘Sec. 249. Record of admission for perma-

nent residence in the case of
certain aliens who entered the
United States prior to July 1,
1924, or June 30, 1948."

“Sec. 24. Paragraph (6) of section 101(b)
is repealed.”

And the Senate agree to the same.

EMANUEL CELLER,
MICHAEL A. FEIGHAN,
FrANK CHELF,
Perer W. Ropivo, Jr.,
Harorp D. DoNOHUE,
JAcK B, BroOKS,
Wirriam M. McCULLOCH,
ArcH A. MoOORE, Jr.
Wirrram T. CaHILL,
Managers on the Part of the House,
Samvues J. Ervin, Jr.,
Epwarp M. KEENNEDY,

“‘Sec,
“‘Bec.

203.
204.

“‘Bee. 206.

Jacos E. Javirs,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.

STATEMENT

The managers on the part of the House at
the conference on the disagreeing votes of
the two Houses on the amendment of the
Senate to the bill HR. 2580 to amend the
Immigration and Nationality Act, and for
other purposes, submit the following state-
ment in explanation of the effect of the ac-
tion agreed upon by the conferees and rec-
ommended in the accompanying conference

The House passed H.R. 25680 and the Sen-
ate then substituted the provisions it had
adopted by striking out all after the enact-
ing clause and inserting its own provision.
The Senate insisted upon its version and
requested a conference; the House then
agreed to the conference. The conference
report recommends that the Senate recede
from its disagreement to the House version
and agree to the same with an amendment,
the amendment being to insert in lieu of the
matter inserted by the Senate amendment
the matter agreed to by the conferees, and
that the Senate agree thereto. The confer-
ence report contains substantially the lan-
guage of the House version with certain ex-
ceptions which are explained below.

(1) As ed by the House the bill pro-
vided in section 203(a)(7) that not more
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than 10,200 refugees from communism and
from the general area of the Middle East
may be granted conditional entries each year.
As amended by the Senate, the definition of
refugees was enlarged to include aliens who
have been uprooted from thelr usual place
of abode by a catastrophic natural calamity.
The conferees agreed to adopt the Senate
provision.

(2) The conferees have agreed to provide
in section 4 of the bill that immigration
officers as well as consular officers may ad-
minister oaths executed outside of the United
States. This section conforms with existing
law.

(3) The House bill contained in section 11
& provision requiring the President to report
to the Congress in the event the number of
immigrants admitted from the Western
Hemisphere exceeded In any one fiscal year
by 10 per centum or more the average nume-
ber admitted in the previous 5 fiscal years.
The Senate amendment contained no such
provision. In order to conform to a new
section 21 which provides for the establish-
ment of a Select Commission on Western
Hemisphere Immigration the conferees
agreed to the deletion of the House provision.

(4) The Senate amendment provided that
the Attorney General, in his discretion, could
suspend deportation of allen crewmen and
adjust their status to that of lawful per-
manent residents under the procedure pro-
vided in section 244 of the Immigration and
Nationality Act. The House bill contained
no such provision. The conferees agreed
to the Senate version with an amendment
precluding such suspension of deportation
for those alien crewmen who entered sub-
sequent to June 30, 1964.

(6) The House bill provided in section 18
that natives of any countries of the Western
Hemisphere or of an adjacent island shall be
ineligible for adjustment of status under
the provisions of section 245. The Senate
amendment exempted from this provision
allens born in an independent country of
the Western Hemisphere who, because of per-
secution or fear of persecution on account
of race, religion or political opinion, is out
of his usual place of abode and unable to
return thereto. The conferees agreed to ac-
cept the House provision.

(6) Section 15 of the House bill provided
for a discretionary walver of exclusion based
upon mental retardation for children un-
der the age of 14 when accompanying their
United States citizen or permanent resident
allen parents into the United States. The
Senate version provides a discretionary walv-
er for any person excludable because of
mental retardation who is a relative as de-
fined in the redesignated section 212(g).
The conference report adopts the Senate
version.

(7) The conferees agreed to adopt the
House version of section 17 and agreed to
delete the Senate amendment thereto which
provided that an alien student must submit
evidence that he will be admitted and regu-
larly enrolled as a student at an approved
educational institution. Such requirement
is substantially in existing law.

(8) Section 19 of the Senate amendment
has no equivalent in the House bill. The
Senate amendment extended the benefits of
section 249 to permit the creation of a record
of lawful admission to allens who entered
the United States prior to June 28, 1058,
The conferees agreed to adjust the date pro-
vided in the Senate amendment to June 30,
1948.

9. Section 21 of the Senate amendment
has no equivalent in the House bill. The
conferees have adopted this provision which
establishes a conditional limitation of 120,000
upon the Western Hemisphere and estab-
lishes a Select Commission on Western Hemi-
sphere Immigration composed of fifteen
members with an amendment to provide that
five members thereto be appointed respec-
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tively by the President of the United States,
the President of the Senate, and the Speaker
of the House of Representatives with the
stipulation that not more than three of the
members appointed by the President of the
Senate and the Speaker of the House, respec-
tively, shall be members of the same politi-
cal party. The conferees added to the mat-
ters to be studied by the Belect Commission
specific reference to the matter of adjust-
ment of status of Cuban refugees in the
United States.

EMANUEL CELLER,

MICHAEL A. FEIGHAN,

FRANK CHELF,

PeTER W. Ropino, Jr.,

Harorp D. DONOHUE,

Jack B. BROOKS,

Witniam M. McCULLOCH,

ArcH A. MOORE, Jr.,

WiLLiaM T. CAHILL,

Managers on the Part of the House.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield to
the distinguished gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. McCuirocr] 30 minutes and pend-
ing that I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mr. Speaker and Members of the
House, immigration is the most forceful
factor in the development of the United
States. We need immigration in order
to magnify the uses of our great re-
sources, physical, moral, and spiritual.
Our greatness as a nation, a nation that
soon will have a gross national product
of $700 billion, with the highest standard
of living, was made possible in good part
because of immigration.

We started with about 5 million people.
Now we are over 194 million. That dem-
ographic growth was not all from with-
in. It was also from accretion abroad.
Since 1820, 43 million immigrants have
come to the United States from all over
the world. We drew up a great reservoir
of alien brain and brawn. We shall con-
tinue to do so.

My grandparents came here from Ger-
many in the 1840’s. Driven by poverty
and persecution they came, with thou-
sands of others, to build our railroads,
canals, bridges, roads and buildings, and
later subways and skyscrapers. They
made parched land blossom. Out of
slums emerged anxious men and women
to create our industries and the unions
and to promote the arts and sciences.

Consider some of the illustrious names
of our glittering roster of Members: Ap-
pABBO, ROONEY, FARBSTEIN, DULSKI, MA-
TSUNAGA, DE LA GarzA, RopiNo, KLUCZYN-
SKI, BRADEMAS, O'HARA, ST. ONGE, KASTEN-
MEIER. They run the gamut of all na-
tionalities and climes.

Their progenitors struggled and strived
so that those who followed them could
go to the university, enter professions
and industry, and even to Congress.

These early ones did not know Poca-
hontas or Myles Standish. They were
not in the Social Register nor the Ivy
League. Some came here in steerage,
and as they sailed up New York Harbor
and peeped out of portholes, they hailed,
with joy in their hearts, the Statue of
Liberty, where President Johnson, I hope,
will sign this bill.

They are the alien warp and woof of
America triumphant. The exodus out
of Europe was polyglot and heteroge-
neous. The people of all nations and all
races helped build our great Nation.
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That is why we have struck down the
national origins system of immigration
which dealt unfairly with certain peo-
ples. It was a most ungracious way of
treating certain races which had been
good to us.

We shall have scrapped this obsolete
false notion of national origins entire-
1y by July 1968 when all nations outside
the Western Hemisphere shall be al-
lotted a total of 170,000 immigrant
visas—with no one country receiving
more than 20,000 visas—while nations
within the Western Hemisphere shall be
allotted 120,000 immigrant visas annu-
ally, all on a first-come, first-served basis.

For the 3 years that the national ori-
gins theory shall remain in effect all un-
used quotas will no longer go to waste,
but will be transferred to countries that
have low quotas under the old law, like
Italy, Greece, Spain, Romania, Holland,
and so on. In addition, an estimated
60,000 parents, children or spouses of
U.S. citizens will be admitted annually
regardless of nationality or quota. The
numbers that will come will not be much
above those presently coming, but the
distribution among nations will be equi-
table and fair.

The bill passed the House, but there
were some changes in the Senate. The
committee on conference has recon-
ciled the differences. We did not emerge
from the conference with all we desire,
nor did the Senate. It was a confer-
ence—the usual give and take. If you
want the rainbow, you must take the
rain. If you want the rose, you must
put up with the thorns.

Mr. Speaker, at this point I want to
thank my fellow conferees for their in-
defatigable application to this painstak-
ing job. We worked in a thoroughly
cooperative spirit., T wish to thank
Messrs. FElcEAN, CHELF, Ropino, DoNo-
HUE, BrOOKS, McCuULLOCH, MooORE, and
CAHILL,

Mr. Speaker, the conference report
provides as follows:

With reference to refugees, the num-
ber permissible is 10,200, We widened
the definition of refugee to include vic-
tims of natural calamities, which was not
in the House bill. Thus., victims of
earthquakes, floods and tornadoes will
be included but the number of refugees
is not increased.

We set up a Select Commission of 15
Members on Western Hemisphere Im-
migration, to be composed of 5 Members
from the House, 5 Members from the
Senate, and 5 members to be appointed
by the President. No more than three of
the members appointed by the Speaker or
the President of the Senate shall be
members of one party.

Immigration officers as well as con-
sular officers may administer oaths out-
side the United States. This conforms
to existing laws.

The Senate bill had a provision that
the Attorney General could suspend the
deportation of alien crewmen and adjust
their status to lawful permanent resi-
dents. The House bill had no such pro-
vision. The conferees agreed to the Sen-
ate version with an amendment preclud-
ing suspension of deportation of those
seamen who entered subsequent to June
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30, 1964. But before the status of those
individuals can be thus adjusted, they
would have to show hardship and estab-
lish that for 7 years they had been lead-
ing law-abiding and moral lives.

The Senate version had a provision to
adjust the status of natives of the
Western Hemisphere, now in the United
States, who fled from their native coun-
try because of Communist persecution or
the fear of persecution. This refers to
the Cuban refugees of which there are
about 200,000 in the United States. The
conferees deleted the Senate provision
but added that the Select Commission
on Western Hemisphere Immigration
shall address itself to this matter and
report to the Congress.

The House version provided a dis-
cretionary waiver of exclusion based
upon the mental retardation of children
14 years of age or younger, when ac-
companied by a U.S. citizen or a per-
manent resident alien parent. We ex-
tended the waiver to include all persons
regardless of age.

The Senate provision permitted legali-
zation of the status of those aliens im-
properly in the United States who en-
tered prior to June 28, 1958. The con-
ferees agreed to adjust the date to June
30, 1948.

The present law provides for adjust-
ment of status if the entry was before
1940. The conferees extended the
period 8 years.

The House version had no ceiling on
admissions from the Western Hemi-
sphere. The Senate provided a limita-
tion of 120,000 immigration visas an-
nually to all countries of the Western
Hemisphere. It was felt that since coun-
tries outside the Western Hemisphere
had limitations or a ceiling, the same
might well apply to countries of the
Western Hemisphere.

With only two exceptions, all conferees
signed the conference report.

There was the strongest bipartisan
support for this conference report.

I believe the bill is a fair bill. As I
said a moment ago, it does not contain
everything that we had hoped to get,
but it is the best we could get under the
circumstances.

Mr. WHITENER. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?
Mr. . I yield to the gentle-

man from North Carolina, who is a mem-
ber of the committee.

Mr. WHITENER. Mr. Speaker, I ap-
preciate the splendid explanation that
the chairman has given. There were
two subjects to which he did not address
himself, about which I understood there
had been some discussion. I do not want
to take a lot of time, but I wonder if the
chairman would comment on the provi-
sion which I understood had been con-
sidered to give the Secretary of Agricul-
ture, rather than the Secretary of Labor,
authority in the field of the admission of
seasonal migrant workers.

Mr. CELLER. That was not in either
bill and thus not in issue in the confer-
ence.

Mr. WHITENER. Very well. I un-
derstood there was some effort to change
the deportation rules to provide that if
an alien had been in this country for 10
years or longer, he could not be subject
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to deportation because of some entry that
was made which was in violation of the
present law.

Mr. CELLER. There was no discus-
sion of any statute of limitations, because
such a provision was not in either bill.
The law as it exists today remains in that
regard.

Mr. WHITENER. Notwithstanding
the time an alien has been in this coun-
try, he would still be subject to deporta-
tion if it appeared that back in his youth
he had been charged with some offense?

Mr. CELLER. Yes.

Mr. WHITENER. I thank the gentle-
man.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. CELLER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Missouri.

Mr. HALL. I appreciate the chairman
of the Committee on the Judiciary yield-
ing. I, too, in general would compli-
ment the conferees under the chairman
on bringing back this report, an ex-
cellent report, to the floor of the House.

Quite naturally my question pertains
to numbered paragraph 6, or section 15
of the House bill, involving the discre-
tionary waiver of mental retardees.
Would the chairman explain if that pro-
vision involves also mental deficiency in
the range of mental disorders?

Mr. CELLER. So far as I understand
the situation, it is limited to what is
known to the medical profession as men-
tal retardation. There is provision for
waiver of a prior attack of insanity if
the Public Health Service certifies that
the alien has recovered.

Mr. HALL. This is a very important
point. I appreciate the gentleman’s re-
sponse. ;

-Will the Senate version, which was ac-
cepted by the conferees, still require cer-
tification by the proper physician of the
overseas Public Health Service?

Mr. CELLER. Yes. There is no
change in that regard.

Mr. HALL. Would the distinguished
gentleman estimate that the bill will cut
down on the number of private bills for
the immigration of the mentally ill and/
or mental retardees?

Mr. CELLER. I think it should cut
down the number.

Mr. HALL. Ithank the gentleman.

Mr. CELLER. Frankly, I do not think
we have very many of that kind of case.
I am informed that there are about 40
private bills a year of that type intro-
duced. _

Mr. HALL. On some days when they
are before us on the Private Calendar,
they seem overly large in number.

Mr. CELLER. The gentleman may be
correet. I am speaking from memory.
Perhaps my memory is faulty.

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. CELLER. I yield fo the gentle-
man from Texas.

Mr. GONZALEZ. I thank my distin-
guished chairman. I have a question

with respect to an item that the House,

as I recall, voted down and the Senate
incorporated by way of an amendment.
That provision has to do with quota de-
terminations for the Western Hemi-
sphere. I wonder if the gentleman could
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describe exactly the tenor of the changes
in this act with respect to Western Hemi-
sphere immigration.

Mr. CELLER. There is no quota
placed on any country of the Western
Hemisphere. We simply placed a total
ceiling on all countries in the Western
Hemisphere at 120,000 immigration visas
a year. That is exclusive of what we
call visas granted to immediate relatives,
that is, children, spouses, and parents of
American citizens.

Mr. GONZALEZ. Is this not contra-
dictory to the whole body of tradition,
especially in view of the overall philos-
ophy we have employed in selling this
bill? Now it seems as if we are erecting
a wall, rather than reducing walls,
which we originally intended to do.

Mr, CELLER. The gentleman may
remember that I was very strongly in
favor of no ceiling on the Western
Hemisphere when the bill was discussed
in the House originally. I had taken
my cue from the administration in that
regard.

The gentleman on the other side [Mr.
MacGreGor] offered an amendment to
impose a ceiling, and on a teller vote we
lost. The ceiling would have been im-
posed. On a record vote, the result was
very close. I believe the teller vote was
disturbed, if I remember correctly, by
only some eight votes. SoI would say the
House is fairly divided on the subject
of whether there should or should not be
a ceiling on immigration from the West-
ern Hemisphere.

As the gentleman knows, when we get
into a conference one cannot dictate ex-
actly what the result will be. It is
necessary to consult with all of the con-
ferees and not only with the House con-
ferees. In this situation we found that
the position of the Republican House
conferees was consistent with the views
of Mr. MacGrecor and also with the
Senate conferees, and thus the situation
was placed in a little different light.

So, as I said before, after working it
out, hemming and hawing and arguing
back and forth, we finally came to the
conclusion, in order to get something
done, that we should do this. Other-
wise, we would have found ourselves in a
situation which would be the rock on
which the conference would split.
Rather than have no bill, I had to re-
luctantly, personally, yield.

I deeply sympathize with the gentle-
man's point of view. I agree with his
point of view. But I could not have my
views prevail. I knew when I was licked.

Mr. GONZALEZ. I understand, Mr.
Speaker, and I certainly wish to com-
pliment the chairman on the fact that
he has unequivocally stated his position
on this issue. That is the reason why I
wanted to know more of the details of
what transpired.

Mr. CELLER. May I add one more
point?

Mr. GONZALEZ. Certainly.

Mr. CELLER. We did set up the Select
Commission on Western Hemisphere
Immigration, to be composed of 15 mem-
bers. This matter of Western Hemi-
sphere immigration impinges upon for-
eign policy, and the Executive natural-
ly should have some direction in this
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matter. Congress should have some di-
rection. We await with interest what
this Commission will report. They are
to study all phases of this question, and
they will report to the Congress.

At some subsequent time, if it is essen-
tial to make changes, we can make
changes.

Mr., GONZALEZ. I have one more
question. I do not know that I person-
ally can accept the compromise which,
by the very nature of his position, the
distinguished chairman saw fit.to accept.

Mr. CELLER. I want to tell the gen-
tleman that we have a limited time, and
I should like to be sure that the other
side gets time.

Mr. GONZALEZ. Briefly, I have a
question with regard to page 8 of the re-
port. Section 9 relates to section 211 of
the Immigration and Nationality Act,
and section 211(a) in the pargaraph
containing the amendment includes
“under the regulations issued by the At-
torney General.”

I was wondering if the chairman could
explain this amendment, on page 8 of
the report.

Mr. CELLER. We are on the confer-
ence report?

Mr. GONZALEZ., On the conference
report.

Mr. CELLER. Page 8 of the confer-
ence report?

Mr. GONZALEZ. Page 8 of the con-
ference report.

Mr. CELLER. What paragraph are
you referring to?

Mr. GONZALEZ. The very first one,
section 211(a). It reads:

Sec. 211. (a) Except as provided in sub-
section (b) no immigrant shall be admitted
into the United States unless at the time of
application for admission he (1) has a valid
unexpired immigrant visa or was born sub-
sequent to the issuance of such visa of the
accompanying parent, and (2) presents a
valld unexpired passport or other suitable
travel document, or document of identity
and natlonality, if such document is re-
quired under the regulations issued by the
Attorney General. With respect to immi-
grants to be admitted under quotas of quota
areas prior to June 30, 1968, no immigrant
visa shall be deemed valid unless the immi-
grant is properly chargeable to the quota
area under the quota of which the visa is
issued.

Mr. CELLER. I say it is existing law,
and we make no change in it. No change
whatsoever.

Mr. GONZALEZ. That is what I
wanted to get. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. CELLER. Mr, Speaker, I now
yield to the gentleman from New York
[Mr. GiLeerTl, & member of the com-
mittee.

Mr. GILBERT. First, Mr. Speaker, I
wish to compliment my distinguished
chairman for the work he has done on
this bill. As a member of the Subcom-
mittee on Immigration of the commit-
tee, I wish to point out to the chairman
that I am personally gravely disappoint-
ed that the conferees of the House capit-
ulated so quickly to the Senate version
with respect to placing the limitation of
120,000 on the Western Hemisphere. I
think it was only last week that the
House adopted a resolution which poked
a finger right in the eye of all of Latin
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America. I think now, by the inclusion
of the adoption of a limitation or quota
on the Western Hemisphere, we are tak-
ing the finger and poking it into the
other eye of Latin America. I am sorely
disappointed at the actions of the con-
ferees with respect to this particular
point. I hope it does not adversely affect
our relations with all of Latin and South
America.

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr, Speaker, I
yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from
West Virginia [Mr. Moorel.

Mr. MOORE. Mr. Speaker, I very
much want to take this opportunity to
say to the House that the conference
report we are considering at this time is
basically the House position in every
respect with one major exception, that is,
we have included the ceiling on Western
Hemisphere immigration at 120,000,
which was discussed in the committee in
the House at the time it was submitted by
the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr.
MACGREGOR].

I think it is fair to say to the Mem-
bers of the House that in each of the
areas in which there were matters in
difference between that which we passed
in this body and the action which was
performed by the other body, that in
almost every respect the position of the
House was maintained. I think if you
will recall the original debate on the
changes which were suggested in our
immigration policy at the time of con-
sideration of the legislation in the House,
that there was some real concern as to
whether the House or, I should say, the
two bodies of the Congress, would con-
tinue to exercise control over the Nation’s
immigration policy.

I think that this conference report has
confirmed once and for all that the House
of Representatives and the Senate of the
United States shall continue to exert
their constitutional control over the im-
migration policy of our country. This
is particularly significant in the make-
up of the Commission on the Western
Hemisphere which is created by this
bill as passed by the other body. Ini-
tially they suggested it be a 15-man
Commission, 9 members to be appointed
by the President of the United States and
3 to be appointed by the Speaker of the
House and 3 by the President of the
Senate.

An amendment was agreed to by the
conferees which would provide for the
Commission to be made up of 15 mem-
bers, but that the President would ap-
point 5 and each of the two bodies of the
legislative branch of the Government
would appoint 5, giving, I believe, with-
out question, full control over the Com-
mission to those of us in the legislative
branch of the Government who are given
the responsibility constitutionally in this
area.

I think what should be said here to-
day with respect to the changes that we
have made and contemplate by the pas-
sage and acceptance of this conference
report is simply this. When anyone in
your constituency asks you about our im-
migration policies, about the number of
immigrants that are coming into this
country, I think for the first time you
can honestly say what the number will
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be coming into this Nation, or what the
maximum ceiling is on annual immigra-
tion.

Heretofore our immigration flow into
this country was from any one of a num-
ber of eight different areas and it was,
I would say, extremely difficult to antic-
ipate what would happen under the au-
thority written into the law as to the
number of people that could actually
come into our country in any given area.

And let me use the Western Hemi-
sphere for example. While the annual
average over the past 10 years has been
110,000, with severe increases in the last
5 years it should be restated that there
was no ceiling. In any one year it could
easily go up to a quarter of a million or
as many as half a million. In our refugee
programs, under the fair share law,
it was reasonable to anticipate that our
immigration of refugees would not mate-
rially escalate, but we had no reason to
state with any assurance that X number
of refugees was all that could come into
the United States in any given year. But
under this legislation, every Member of
this Congress knows that the refugee
flow into the United States is limited to
the number of 10,200.

So it is fair to say that what we have
before us is a suggestion, for our consid-
eration, to make our immigration flow
come from three specific areas; 170,000
external to the Western Hemisphere,
10,200 of that number being set aside for
refugees; 120,000 ceiling on the immi-
gration flow from the Western Hemi-
sphere and in addition to that X num-
ber—we cannot be absolutely certain in
this area as to the numbers that will
come in—nonquota who are parents and
spouses and children of intending immi-
grants.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MOORE. I am happy to yield to
the distinguished minority leader.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
I want to compliment wholeheartedly
the House conferees who brought back
to the House this immigration legisla-
tion. This is far better legislation than
the bill that passed the House several
weeks ago. The conferees have done a
fine job in finally working out adequate,
comprehensive immigration legislation
to replace inadequate, inequitable, an-
tiquated legislation that badly needed
change.

Particularly I want to pay tribute to
the gentleman in the well of the House,
the gentleman from West Virginia [Mr.
Moore], who I believe is one of the most
knowledgeable, if not the most knowl-
edgeable, Members in the Congress on
immigration matters. I know of his
long and diligent investigation of and
work on immigration problems. I think
all of us on both sides of the aisle owe
him a debt of gratitude for his superb
work.

Although I have complimented all of
the conferees, Republicans and Demo-
crats alike, I think it is appropriate, Mr.
Speaker, for me to say strong and em-
phatic words congratulating the other
members of the conference commitiee
on our side of the aisle: the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr, McCurrocu], the rank-
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ing Republican member on the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary, and the gentleman
from New Jersey [Mr. CanmLl, a dis-
tinguished lawyer and expert on immi-
gration legislation. But may I add
words of congratulation to a person on
the subcommittee that handled immi-
gration who, unfortunately, for under-
standable reasons, was not a member of
the conference committee. I speak now
of the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr.
MacGrecor] who was the author of the
important amendment placing a ceiling
on immigration from the Western Hem-
isphere. This amendment, strongly op-
posed by the Johnson administration,
barely defeated in the House, has now
been incorporated in the final version of
the legislation. We all owe a debt of
gratitude to the able, constructive legis-
lator, the gentleman from Minnesota
[Mr. MacGrecorl. I believe his fight
when the bill was before the House to
impose a reasonable ceiling on Ameri-
cans from the Western Hemisphere was
significant in making the other body
come to the realization that this was a
sound proposal.

Mr. Speaker, I conclude by urging that
all Members of the House vote for this
conference report. It is good legislation.
It is sound legislation. It is a great im-
provement over that legislation which we
have had on the statute books, as amend-
ed, for a great many years.

Mr. MOORE. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gontleman very much.

Mr. CHELF. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MOORE. I am happy to yield to
the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr.
CHELF].

Mr. CHELF. Mr. Speaker, I too would
like to associate myself with the remarks,
the commendation and the fribute of the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. GERALD
R. Forp] in his salute and his justifiable
recognition of this outstanding West
Virginian, and great American, Repre-
sentative ArRcH MOORE.

Mr. Speaker, it has been my privilege
to have been a member of this subcom-
mittee for now almost 19 years. I have
seen some good men come and some good
men go during that time. But, believe
me, sir, I have never seen a more dedi-
cated, sincere, honest, intelligent, capa-
ble, hard working member than the
gentleman now occupying the well of the
House, Mr. MOORE.

He, together with the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. Feicaanl, chairman of our
subcommittee, has done a magnificent
job. Without this great team working
and pulling together—we would not have
an immigration bill. This was a non-
partisan job. I would be derelict in my
duty and to my colleagues and to the
Nation if I did not say today that it has
been a joy and a privilege and a pleasure
ves, & real satisfaction to have been able
to be associated on this fine committee
and to work with you, Mr. Moogrg, and
Mr. FEicHAN, on this committee over
these past years.

Mr. Speaker, I believe that we, your
managers on the part of this House, have
come back to the House of Representa-
tives today in a blaze of glory. The Mac-
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Gregor amendment that was adopted
here in the House by a teller vote of 196
to 194 has been restored, and what is
more important—retained in the bill.
It was because this most important
amendment was later deleted that I
voted against the bill. I had to leave
my President, my Speaker, and both of
my chairmen when I spoke up for this
amendment.

Mr. Speaker, we now have a good bill,
and I urge, and I beg, and I implore, and
I plead with my colleagues to support it.

It is the best bill with which we could
possibly come to the floor, and it is one
that you can go home and defend. Mr.
Speaker, all of the members of our sub-
committee have done the Nation a great
service by voting for and supporting this
bill. Thank heaven that we have men
of their vision, devotion to duty, and their
character at the helm of our Immigra-
tion and Nationality Subcommittee of
this House. ;

The SPEAEKER pro tempore. The
time of the genfleman from West Vir-
ginia has expired.

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Speaker, I
yitzld the gentleman 2 additional min-
utes.

Mr. BALDWIN. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MOORE. I would be happy to
yield to the gentleman from California.

Mr. BALDWIN. I would like to ask
a question relating to section 15 of the
conference report which deals with men-
tally retarded children.

1 have had two specific cases in the
congressional district which it is my
honor to represent, where the rest of the
family were admitted to the United
States but a single retarded child at that
time was barred—if my understanding
is correct section 15 in this bill would
now make it possible when a family is
to be admitted to the United States for
that mentally retarded child to come in
with the rest of the members of the fam-
ily; is that correct?

Mr. MOORE. The gentleman’s inter-
pretation of the legislation is correct.
That child could enter with his parents.

Mr. BALDWIN. And, if the gentleman
will yield further, that would be regard-
less of the age of the child?

Mr. MOORE. That is right. As the
gentleman will recall, we in the House
placed 14-year-olds as an age limitation
on the entry, but the Senate removed the
age limitation. Now it would apply with-
out respect to age with reference to per-
sons in the mental retardation area.

Mr. BALDWIN. And, if the gentleman
will yield further, it would also apply
even if the child is the only member of
the family remaining in the foreign
country—because of having been pre-
viously barred by the old Act—and he
could now be brought in, even though the
rest of his family is now here?

Mr. MOORE. That is correct. That
child presently is excluded under our
law by reason of his mental condition.
What we have done here is this: That
child will now be permitted to join his
family that may be in residence here in
the United States.

Mr. BALDWIN, I thank the gentle-
man from West Virginia and wish to
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congratulate the conferees for making
this change in the law.

Mr. MOORE. I thank the gentleman
from California.

Mr. Speaker, may I say to the Mem-
bers of the House that some question was
raised and discussion was had with re-
spect to the problem of Cuban refugees.
The Senate inserted a suggested status
change for them or an opportunity to
have status in such a way that your
House conferees felt that this was nei-
ther the time nor the opportunity to dis-
cuss the same; that it is a matter which
should be discussed by the Commission
which has been created under this legis-
lation and is directed to do so and that
we should not give any consideration at
this time to any of the problems of the
situation with reference to the Cuban
refugees.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman from West Vir-
ginia has expired.

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr, Speaker, I
yield the gentleman 3 additional
minutes.

Mr. MOORE. Mr. Speaker, there are
two points I want to make so that I feel
the membership of the House may be
fully informed as to what we are doing
in this immigration field.

I want to reemphasize what we do here
today in great measure strengthens our
immigration laws as they are presently
on the books.

We have for the first time very strict
labor controls in this legislation, and I
believe it will in great measure meet with
the full and complete agreement of every
Member of the House. What we did in
this area was in the best interest of the
country, and in the best interest of those
who labor in this country for a living.
In addition to that, I think everybody
who goes home from this session of Con-
gress is going to be criticized and be met
with the suggestion that great numbers
have again been added to those who can
come into this country. I have looked
very deeply into the statistical data
available to us from the Department of
State where they tried to anticipate
what might happen after this law be-
comes operative on June 30, 1968. It is
my best opinion, based upon their best
estimate, there would not be any mate-
rial change in the numbers that come
into this country, and, as a matter of
faet, it could conceivably happen there
will be less immigration flowing from all
areas of the world into this country after
June 30, 1968, than we are presently
experiencing.

Several gentlemen in the House who
have served on the committee have been
more than kind in their reference to my
work in this area. I would be totally
remiss, Mr. Speaker, today if I did not
say to each Member of the Congress that
the conferees did what I believe to be
an outstanding job, and in the best in-
terests of the country.

The gentleman from New York [Mr.
CeLLER] has always been at the forefront
in this battle. I may say, however, that
this House should understand that the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. FEigaAN] has
done a tremendous job in marshaling
the committee together into many, many
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executive sessions to consider this mat-
ter and, if I may say so, he has done
this for the sole purpose of bringing
about remedial legislation in the field
of immigration. I believe the gentle-
man from Ohio [Mr. FeicHAN] has done
a tremendous job in this area, and I be-
lieve it merits the sincere support of all
Members of the House of Representa-
tives.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 6
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
FEIGHAN].

Mr. FEIGHAN. Mr. Speaker, this
conference report is truly and genuinely
bipartisan. In all respects it serves the
best national interest. Its bipartisan-
ship is reflected in the unanimity by
which its basic provisions passed the
House Subcommittee on Immigration
and the strong vote of confidence given
to it by the full Judiciary Committee.

When this subcommittee bill was be-
fore the full committee not one single
syllable was changed, and I want to com-
mend the distinguished chairman of the
Committee on the Judiciary, the gentle-
man from New York [Mr. CELLER] who
graciously accepted the new immigration
bill.

The Senate abandoned consideration
of any pending Senate bill and consid-
ered solely and adopted the House sub-
committee bill with' only one major
change, namely, placing a ceiling of 120,-
000 on immigration from independent
republics of the Western Hemisphere. It
added also other minor provisions which
were resolved in conference.

The distinguished gentleman from
West Virginia [Mr. Moorel has stated
that the conference changed the com-
position of the select Commission to
study immigration from the Western
Hemisphere. Under this conference re-
port, the Commission will consist of five
Members of the House, five Members of
the Senate, and five members appointed
by the President. This change clearly
recognizes the primary duty and respon-
sibility of the Congress to regulate immi-
gration into the United States. That
congressional responsibility has been
affirmed by the Supreme Court in the
interstate and foreign commerce decision
and which has been reaffirmed many
times since. I want to commend the
Senate conferees for their acceptance of
this change which removes any doubts
that responsibility for regulating immi-
gration into the United States rests with
the Congress. That fact is restated in
the conference report. The responsi-
bility remains in the Congress where it
properly belongs.

I would like to pay tribute also to the
Members of the House subcommittee for
the arduous work they have performed.
I would just like to read a pertinent
sentence from the Senate report:

We owe a great debt to the House Immi-

gration Subcommittee and its staff for the
creation of this system.

I pay special tribute to the very able
and distinguished ranking Republican
Member of the House subcommittee, the
gentleman from West Virginia [Mr.
Moogre] for the steady and sturdy role
that he played in the long and hard
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struggle to produce this immigration bill.
The distinguished Member from Ken-
tucky [Mr. CHELF] gave our work the full
benefit of his wisdom gained by 18 years
experience as a member of our subcom-
mittee. It has been my pleasure to sit
next to him in committee meetings for
all those years and I take this oppor-
tunity to thank him for his great service
in guiding some of our most difficult de-
liberations to a happy conclusion. I
feel the House can take justifiable
pride in this bill because its genesis was
in the House Subcommittee on Immi-
gration and Nationality. One can sup-
port this bill on the basis of sound logic
and reason, devoid of any emotion.

I urge all Members to support this con-
ference report.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the remain-
der of my time.

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Speaker, I
vield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
New Jersey [Mr. CAHILL].

Mr. CAHILL. Mr. Speaker and Mem-
bers of the House, I, too, today share the
observations and the pride of the chair-
man of the full committee concerning
the contributions that have been made
by all immigrants to the greatness of
our country, and certainly share the
views concerning the importance and
acceptability of this conference report as
outlined by the gentleman from West
Virginia [Mr. MOORE].

As has been frequently suggested, dur-
ing this session, the minority party is
rarely given the credit it deserves. But I
would say without any hesitation that the
immigration bill, and the conference re-
port on that subject, is in a large measure
due to the great contribution that was
made by the minority party, and par-
ticularly the leadership of the gentle-
man from West Virginia [Mr. MOORE]
and the logic which was expressed and
argued persuasively by the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. MACGREGORI.

I point out that the sole purpose—or
certainly the principal purpose of the
bill—was to eliminate diserimination as
it had long existed by reason of the na-
tional origins quota sysftem. I remem-
ber the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr.
MAcGREGOR], pointing out on the floor
of the House that if we were going to
eliminate diserimination, we ought to do
it completely. It seems to me that it was
his logic and his persuasiveness that com-
pelled the Senate and all of the con-
ferees, on both sides of the aisle, to ac-
cept in this conference report a ceiling
of 120,000 from the Western Hemisphere.

But I would also add, especially to my
friend from New York, who had some
questions concerning the validity of this
provision, that again, due to the wisdom
of the conferees, I believe, if there is any
doubt or any problem or any interference
with the national policy of our country,
it is safeguarded in this conference re-
port by the presence of the committee
controlled by the Congress of the United
States, but having five public members
appointed by the President. So that if
there is any mistake discovered during
the next 3 years, it can be brought to
the attention of the Congress, and if
there is any omission or correction that
is needed, we can make it.
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So I believe the conference report is
one that can be voted on favorably by
every Member of this House on both
sides of the aisle. I enthusiastically sup-
port it and urge its adoption. It repre-
sents a necessary and important change
in the new law regulating immigration.

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Speaker, I
yield to the gentleman from Virginia
[Mr. Porr] 2 minutes.

Mr. POFF. Mr. Speaker, I address the
House as a former member of the Sub-
committee on Immigration and Nation-
ality. I speak as one who has acquired
perhaps a hard-nosed reputation on the
subject of immigration. But I speak as
one who has followed the course of the
immigration bill in most careful detail
from its inception several years ago when
the late distinguished Member from
Pennsylvania, the Honorable Tad Walter,
began the first hearings which gave gen-
esis to this legislation.

I can say without equivocation that the
conference report as presently construct-
ed represents an improvement over both
the House bill and the bill passed by the
other body. As such, I will vote for the
conference report. I shall do so enthu-
siastically. It will strengthen the present
law in several material particulars.

I would not want the opportunity to
pass without echoing the tributes which
have been paid to those on the subcom-
mittee responsible for this legislation.

I have particular reference to the
chairman of the subcommittee, the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
FercaaN]; to the ranking minority mem-
bers of the subcommittee, the distin-
guished gentleman from West Virginia
[Mr. Moore]; and to the able gentleman
from Minnesota, who made such a major
contribution to the final form of this
bill [Mr. MAcCGREGOR].

During the course of the debate in the
House I was one of those who attempted
to persuade the House to adopt the Mac-
Gregor amendment. The House by a
narrow vote rejected the MacGregor
amendment, and I am glad to see that
the other body has corrected this error
and taken a step which I believe should
be taken at this time, a step which I pre-
dict will not have the adverse effects
which have been claimed for it but
rather will have beneficial consequences
in both domestic affairs and foreign
affairs.

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Speaker, I
now yield 5 minutes to the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. MacGREGOR].

Mr. MACGREGOR. Mr. Speaker, this
conference report should be supported
by every Member of the House of Repre-
sentatives. The final bill as worked out
by the House and Senate conferees
makes historic progress in emphasizing
America’s desire to reunite families. Its
provisions strengthen national security
and protect each American worker.

Mr. Speaker, this legislation will com-
pletely sweep away discrimination on ac-
count of race, national origin, and geo-
graphic location of birth in our immi-
gration laws.

Let me address myself to the concern
expressed by the gentleman from Texag
[Mr. GonzaLez], and the gentleman from



September 30, 1965

New York [Mr. GiLBerT]. Mr. GONZALEZ
expressed his reservation about a ceiling
of 120,000 annually on Western Hemi-
sphere immigration, a ceiling which will
exclude immediate family members. Mr.
GILBERT expressed his concern about the
reaction of our friends south of the Rio
Grande and in the Caribbean to this new
development in our immigration policy.

Let me point out to these gentlemen
and to all Members of the House that
this conference report treats immigrants
from the Western Hemisphere more fa-
vorably than immigrants from anywhere
else in the world in three respects: First,
by giving 120,000 numbers to the West-
ern Hemisphere favoritism is shown in
relationship to the 170,000 numbers
given to the rest of the world; second,
no country of the Western Hemisphere
will be subject to the 20,000 per country
limit that will apply to our historic
friends and allies across the Atlantic and
Pacific Oceans; and, third, the require-
ments of the preference system will not
apply to the countries of the Western
Hemisphere.

In view of these facts it is important
to point out that the acceptance of the
worldwide ceiling concept, with the in-
clusion of immigrants from all countries
under a numerical limitation, is not a
new idea nor is it original with me. Ten
years ago, in February of 1955, a group
of Congressmen and Senators, whom I
am sure most of us would agree were out-
standing men despite disagreement with
their political philosophies, offered a
comprehensive immigration bill. Mem-
bers will find in the Recorp of February
25, 1955, an address by the then Senator
from New York, Mr. Lehman, describing
that bill. It was cosponsored by Senator
Lehman and by the distinguished chair-
man of the Judiciary Committee of the
House [Mr. CELLER].

That bill would have established a
worldwide ceiling of 250,000 annually.
It would have extended the ceiling to all
immigration from the Western Hemi-
sphere, from whence immigrants would
have been treated on exactly the same
basis as immigrants from across the At-
lantic and Pacific Oceans.

Senator Lehman included this analysis
of the 1955 Celler-Lehman bill:

A major feature of the proposed act is its
consolidation, within the quota, of all gen-
eral immigration, Iincluding immigration
from the Western Hemisphere. This has
been done in order to put all foreign coun-
tries on the same basis consistent with the
best interests and needs of the United States.
Thus the proposed act does not give non-
quota status, as present law does, to aliens
born in the Western Hemisphere, with the
right to immigrate to the United States with-
out limitation as to number.

In addition—and this is a vital feature—
a nonquota status is given to parents as well
as to children and spouses of Amerlcan citl-
zens (sec. 102(a) (19(A)).

At the same time that nonquota status is
given to parents of American citizens, the
proposed act deprives allens born in the
Western Hemisphere of their nongquota sta-
tus, as already described,

The effect of these changes is to confine
the nonquota status to very special classes of
1m.m:lgranta—chlldren, spouses, and parenta
of citlzens, professors, ministers, and one or
two other technical categories—and to place

all general immigration, including immigra-
CXI——1618
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tion from the Western Hemisphere, under
the quota system.

The bill we are considering today
treats prospective immigrants from the
Western Hemisphere more favorably
than they would have been treated under
the bill cosponsored by Senator Lehman
and Congressman CELLER.

May I add for the Recorp the names
of these additional cosponsors of this leg-
islation in 1955: The now Vice President
of the United States, HUBERT HUMPHREY;
the deceased Senator Kefauver of Ten-
nessee; the deceased former President
of the United States, John F. Kennedy;
Senators Chavez, MAaGNUsON, McCNAMARA,
PasToRE, and as cosponsors in the House
with our distinguished Judiciary Com-
mittee chairman, Mr. CELLER, was the
gentleman from New Jersey, Mr. Ropivo,
the gentleman from Minnesota. Mr.
Bratnik, Mr. Roosevelt, Mr. DINGELL,
Mr. TaoMpsoN of New Jersey, Mr. YATES,
Mr. PoweLL, Mr. Diccs, Mr. O’Hara, Mr.
MacpoNaLD, Mr. AsHLEY, and Mr. REUSS,
among others.

This comprehensive bill introduced by
these gentlemen 10 years ago would have
been more restrictive on Western Hemi-
sphere immigration than the bill we are
about to adopt by what I hope will be
a virtually unanimous vote in this
Chamber today.

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. MAcGREGOR. I yield to gentle-
man from Texas.

Mr. GONZALEZ, Isitthe gentleman’s
contention that adopting a ceiling for
the Western Hemisphere nations is not
an unprecedented action?

Mr. MacGREGOR. To my knowledge,
establishing this very generous ceiling
which gives favored treatment to the
Western Hemisphere is a new step in
immigration laws and a step first pro-
posed, according to my research, by the
distinguished gentleman from New York
[Mr. CerrLEr] and by Senator Lehman
10%% years ago.

Mr, GONZALEZ. Then it is a new and
novel inclusion in our immigration leg-
islation?

Mr, MAcGREGOR. No, not at all
The idea has been pending in various
legislative proposals for many years.

Mr. GONZALEZ. Not the idea. I am
asking specifically if the gentleman
holds to the thought that this is not an
unprecedented action with reference to
the Western Hemisphere nations with
respect to our immigration laws.

Mr. MacGREGOR. May I say it is a
very wise and thoughtful step which we
are taking perhaps 101%2 years too late.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. McCULLOCH, Mr, Speaker, 1
yvield the gentleman 1 additional minute.

Mr. MacGREGOR. May I say to the
gentleman from Texas and to all others
in the House that if the ideas of the
gentlemen whose names I have listed
had any validity 10 years ago, then this
conference report today should be
adopted by an overwhelming majority.

Mr. CHELF. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MAcGREGOR. I yield to the dis-

tinguished member of the Subcommittee
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on Immigration, the gentleman from
Kentucky [Mr. CHELF].

Mr. CHELF. The gentleman is so em-
inently correct when he says that our
neighbors to the south of the border,
our Latin American friends—all in the
Western Hemisphere have been really
treated decently. This is so because
while there is a ceiling of 170,000 for the
entire world we have set an additional
ceiling of 120,000 especially for our neigh-
bors and friends in this hemisphere.
This is concrete, ample proof to them
that we are giving them approximately
40 percent of the total ceiling allowed
throughout the length and breadth of
the world.

Mr. MacGREGOR. I thank the gen-
tleman from Kentucky for emphasizing
once again that we are giving favored
treatment to our friends south of the
Rio Grande in adopting this conference
report today.

Mr. CHELF. If a 40-percent ratio is
bad treatment, I want you to give me
that kind for the rest of my natural life.
In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, let me
salute the gentleman, Mr. MACGREGOR
for offering his amendment. It is a wise
and a just one. Now please let me thank
publicly my two chairmen—Mr. CELLER
and Mr. FeicaanN. Along with the en-
tire subcommittee they are especially de-
serving of credit. Why that good chair-
man of ours, Mr. FEIGHAN, almost worked
the hides off of us on the subcommittee.
He kept calling meetings day after day—
week after week until we had gotten the
job done. He is justly entitled to all of
the praise that one can heap upon him.
His leadership was inspiring to all of us—
his tenacity to purpose helped to beat
the adjournment deadline.

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Speaker,Iam
pleased to say to the House that the con-
ference committee was in session for
more than 4 hours on the differences be-
tween the House and the other body. In
all my experience in the Congress I en-
joyed nothing more than the harmonious,
constructive working session of the com-
mittee.

I join in what has been said about all
of my colleagues who were members of
the committee, and I want to refer,
again, to that able, gentlemanly, kindly
chairman of the Committee on the Ju-
diciary and to my good friend Arcm
Moore, top Republican member of the
subcommittee, who carried the burden
so effectively for so long. That so many
Members of the House voted for the
legislation when it was first before the
House, and who will soon vote to accept
the report, is a fine tribute to Arcm
Moorg; to MikgE FEIGHAN, whom I have
known so long and so favorably. You
know, Mr. Speaker, MikE FEIGHAN was
the minority leader of the Ohio House
of Representatives more years ago than
either of us like to admit, when I was
speaker of the Ohio house. It has been
a happy occasion for me to work with
him on many important matters, includ-
ing the matter before us today. I com-
mend the conference committee report
to every Member of the House. I am of
the firm opinion that it would serve a
useful public purpose if it were over=-
whelmingly accepted by the House.
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Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he
may require to the gentleman from Illi-
nois [Mr. McCLoRY].

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to add my support to the adop-
tion of the conference report on the 1965
amendments to the Immigration and
Nationality Act, H.R. 2580.

In this behalf, I take oceasion fo com-
pliment the members of the conference
committee and particularly my colleagues
from this body. In my opinion, the
House conferees have resolved the dif-
ferences between the House and Senate
versions of this legislation in a manner
consistent with the views of the vast ma-
jority of the Members of this body and
that great majority of Americans
throughout the Nation.

Mr. Speaker, I want to pay particu-
lar tribute to the contributions made by
the Republican members of the House
Judiciary Committee in carrying forward
views consistent with our Republican
platform and principles. My colleague,
the gentleman from West Virginia [Mr.
Moorel, has performed a stellar job in
this connection. In addition, the gentle-
man from Minnesota [Mr, MACGREGOR],
by persisting in behalf of a numerical
ceiling on Western Hemisphere immigra-
tion, has helped produce a result which is
equitable for the people of all of the
friendly nations throughout the world.
I am thinking primarily of our friends
across the Atlantic with whom we have
so much in common and whose citizens
by emigrating to these shores in the past
have contributed so substantially to our
culture, our economy, and our political
system.

Mr. Speaker, the conference commit-
tee report results in producing an immi-
gration bill which should contribute to
our country’s improved foreign relations
and to an orderly immigration system
consistent with the natural growth and
development of our society.

I am particularly happy that this leg-
islation will enable the families of Amer~
ican citizens to be reunited more rapidly
and that we will have the benefit of those
skilled and professional individuals who
prefer our system of government and who
desire the opportunities which are af-
forded in our land.

Mr. Speaker, every Member of this
body may take justifiable pride in this
achievement of the 89th Congress and
I am personally proud to have made a
small contribution to the final result.

Mr. TUPPER. Mr. Speaker, the Im-
migration Act now before the Congress
represents a welcome change in U.S.
immigration policy by removing the ob-
noxious and diseriminatory system of na-
tional quotas. I will vote for the bill,

This bill, however, does in my opinion
inelude one serious error of judgment.
By imposing a limitation on immigration
from the Western Hemisphere it threat-
ens to end the historic free flow of im-
migrants across the U.S. boundaries with
Canada and Mexico.

When the bill was first before the
House, I joined with my colleagues to de-
feat a proposed amendment to place a
limit on immigration into the United
States from the Western Hemisphere.
I did so for two reasons: First, represent-
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atives of the administration had led
many of us to believe that in thelr judg-
ment imposition of such a limitation at
this time would seriously impair U.S.
relations with Latin America; and sec-
ond, I was concerned that such a limita-
tion might seriously reduce the free flow
of emigration to this country from
Canada and Mexico.

In the Senate an annual limitation of
120,000 immigrants from the Western
Hemisphere was placed in the bill after
assurances from the President that he did
not oppose the provision. Those assur-
ances help to satisfy my first area of con-
cern over this provision.

Nonetheless I remain disturbed by the
possibility that the annual limitation on
Western Hemisphere emigration to the
United States may affect our relations
with our only contiguous neighbors, Can-
ada and Mexico. During fiscal year
1964, 139,284 persons, including spouses
and children, emigrated from Western
Hemisphere countries to the United
States. Over half of these came from
our immediate neighbors—38,074 from
Canada and 32,967 from Mexico.

If the rate of Western Hemisphere
emigration to the United States remains
at this level, or as is more likely increases,
and if the bill is administered on a first-
come-first-serve basis, there is no assur-
ance whatsoever that Canada and Mex-
ico emigration to the United States will
not be affected.

I am sympathetic to the proposition
that if regional immigration quotas are
assigned to the rest of the world, they
should also be assigned to the Western
Hemisphere, for there is no inherent dif-
ference between these nations and oth-
ers. There is, however, one vital distinc-
tion between Canada and Mexico and all
the other nations of the world. They are
the only two countries which border di-
rectly on the United States—and in my
opinion fully free and unlimited immi-
gration between the United States and its
immediate neighbors should be main-
tained.

Nine of my colleagues joined me in a
statement on United States-Canadian re-
lations last Monday which proposed that
United States-Canadian immigration re-
main unlimited, except for the reasonable
qualifications of financial responsibility
and good moral character,

Mr. Speaker, because this is a bill from
conference, and the House does not have
the option of amending it, and because in
balance it is a progressive step in U.8. im-
migration policy, I shall vote for the bill.
But I hope that the Select Commission
on Immigration from the Western Hemi-
sphere, which this bill establishes, will
give every serious consideration to rec-
ommendations to leave Canadian and
Mexican emigration to the United States
unlimited. The Select Commission must
report to the Congress with its recom-
mendations fully 6 months before the
limitation on Western Hemisphere immi-
gration is scheduled to become effective
in June of 1968. I have every confidence
that the President, the President of the
Senate, and the Speaker of the House
of Representatives in making their ap-
pointments to the Select Commission will
assure consideration of U.S. immigration
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policy toward Canada and Mexico, and
that thereby we can rectify the short-
comings of this bill so as to preserve the
closest and the most productive relations
possible with our Canadian and Mexi-
can neighbors.

Mr, PHILBIN. Mr, Speaker, I am in
support of the conference report on the
immigration bill which is now under
consideration by the House,

I think this bill is long overdue. Over
a long period of time now, I have been
filing and pressing a major immigration
bill designed to remedy some of the prob-
lems that this bill deals with.

It is a bill which would allocate and
transfer some unused gquota numbers
from some nations to other nations
having oversubscribed quotas. It had
the support of three Presidents and
many groups and people.

My bill was designed, just as the cur-
rent bill is, to reunite families and ex-
pedite the admission to the United States
of the loved ones of American citizens
who have served this Nation faithfully
and well, established themselves here
and brought up their children here, and
who have as good loyal citizens contrib-
uted greatly, in war and peace, to the
security, well-being and prosperity of our
nation.

Naturally I am gratified that the prin-
ciples of immigration law which I have
striven for so long in this body have
finally been written into this great hu-
man charter of immigration which we
are considering today.

It was back in April 1953 that I first
sponsored legislation to redistribute un-
used immigration quotas, which averaged
about 60,000 yearly then. I did this in
an effort to help correct the inequities in
the immigration laws which diserimi-
nated against such countries as Ttaly
and Greece in the allocation of immigra-
tion quotas.

I was prompted then, as I am now in
my support of the bill now before the
House, to help unite families here with
their loved ones remaining overseas. I
was convinced then, and I am convinced
now more than ever, that liberalization
of the immigration laws is a matter of
simple justice and I am glad that this
House is finally acting to revise the na-
tional origins clause so as to help thou-
sands of worthy American citizens with
close relatives caught in the web of dis-
criminatory quotas who have been wait-
ing for many years for the chance to
come to this country.

As is the case in the bill now before
the House, my bill was drafted in such
a way that no increase in the overall
quota totals is required. My bill merely
redistributes the unused quotas with the
added provision that those countries
benefiting from the unused quota system
would repay, whenever necessary, over
a b-year period, the countries from which
additional quota numbers have been re-
ceived. This would help such nations
as Poland, Lithuania, Latvia, Armenia,
Albania, and other countries behind the
Iron Curtain whenever freedom is re-
stored to these unhappy lands.

However, I want to make it clear that
I oppose the concessions made in the
conference to the other body by writing
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into this bill a ceiling on immigration for
our neighbors of the American hemi-
sphere. To my mind, this is a step back-
ward, and I am fearful that it will cause
a great deal of misunderstanding on the
part of our neighbors.

It is true that these neighbors will still
receive 40 percent of the total quotas
provided by the bill, but nevertheless, for
the first time in history quota restric-
tions are imposed upon them, and I think
this is most unfortunate and most
unwise.

How the formula designed to admit
people on the basis of their skills, talent,
ability, and so forth, will work out is
problematical, and depends upon the
way the law is administered.

While scholarship, talents, and ability
always have their place and contribute
much, we should not overlook the fact
that, as our own national experience so
clearly reveals, it is from the lowly, from
the humble, from the unschooled and
untutored, and often from those who for
long have hbeen denied opportunities,
that much of the great leadership and
most loyal followership of this Nation
has emerged.

This Nation needs hewers of wood and
drawers of water who can furnish the
sinews for our economy and for our way
of life and for the development of our
family structure, from which so many
leaders have sprung, and so many strong,
loyal people have come to defend the
country in time of need, to operate its
factories, its transportation systems, its
farms and do the work that has to be
done in any great economic system like
ours.

I hope and urge that the administra-
tors of the immigration bill will have this
factor in mind and will not close the
doors to the worthy, the industrious, to
the honest, eager, if ordinary, citizens
who want to come to this country as
many of our forebears did, to seek the op-
portunities of its freedom and by their
devotion, loyalty, and labor lift them-
selves up and lift their families up to
strengthen the fiber and the leadership
of the country.

There is a great place for the geniuses,
the supertalented, and the well to do.
But they alone will not suffice. 'We must
also, to the extent we can, be a haven for
the worthy poor, the unprivileged, the
disadvantaged, those of the strength,
will, and determination to make their
way, those willing to work their way up,
those who will be loyal to American in-
stitutions, a credit and asset to the
Nation.

In any event, Mr. Speaker, I think the
committee, on the whole, has done well
in formulating and presenting this bill
and I think it will be helpful to our
foreign relations and hope it will be
helpful in other ways as well: to our
friends and neighbors who can be re-
united with their dear ones, to our econ~
omy to meet some of its needs, and to our
great Government and our local com-
munities to whom fresh, young vigorous
blood may, as in the past, bring new
strength, new ideas of shaping our free
institutions along sound free, construc-
tive lines, designed to cope with and con-
quer the problems of the space age.
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I ask unanimous consent to revise and
extend my remarks and include therein
as part of my remarks a very fine letter
from the highly dedicated, able, and dis-
tinguished chairman of the subcommit-
tee which heard and reported this leg-
islation, my beloved and esteemed friend,
Chairman Micuaer A. FricEAN, which
makes it clear that the new immigration
bill as amended by the subcommittee
and approved by the full committee un-
der the able leadership of the distin-
guished gentleman from New York [Mr.
CeLLER], provides for the redistribution
of the unused quota numbers and there-
after eliminates the national origin
quota system and repeals section 207 of
the Immigration and Nationality Act, all
of which were primary objectives of my
original bill. It has been a long strug-
gle to enact this bill and I trust it will
prove worthy of our confidence.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, U.S.,

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY,
Washington, D.C., August 12, 1965,
Hon. PHILIP J. PHILBIN,
Member of Congress, House of Representa-
tives, Washington, D.C.

Dear CoLLEAGUE: I have your letter of July
15, concerning H.R. 2078 to amend section
201 of the Immigration and Nationality Act,
80 as to provide that all quota numbers not
used in any year shall be made available to

ts in oversubscribed areas in the
following year, and for other purposes. Your
bill would provide for the redistribution of
unused guota numbers over 5 fiscal years
ending June 30, 1971.

The new immigration bill, as amended by
my subcommittee and approved by the full
Committee on the Judiciary provides for the
redistribution of the unused guota numbers
during the next 3 fiscal years and thereafter
eliminates the national origins quota system.
In addition, your bill repeals section 207 of
the Immigration and Nationality Act, which
is also repealed by H.R. 2580 as amended,

I am enclosing a copy of the report on that
legislature.

With kind regards, I am,

Sincerely yours,
MICHAEL A. FEIGHAN,
Chairman.

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Speaker, I
yield back the remainder of my time.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the remainder of my time.

Mr. Speaker, I move the previous ques-
tion on the conference report.
MOTION TO RECOMMIT OFFERED BY MR. GONZALEZ

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, I offer
a motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. AL-
BERT). The Clerk will report the motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr, GonNzALEZ moves to recommit the con-
ference report on the bill (H.R. 2580) to the
committee of conference with instructions
to the managers on the part of the House to
reject the Senate amendment placing a ceil-
ing on immigration from the Western Hemi-
sphere in the amount of 120,000 persons per
annum.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
a parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
gentleman will state it.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
I raise the question whether the gentle-
man’s motion is in order. The gentle-
man from New York moved the previous
question on the conference report.

The
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. After
the previous question is ordered a motion
to recommit is in order if the gentleman
is opposed to the conference report, and
no Member on the minority side seeks to
offer such a motion. The gentleman is
recognized on his motion.

Without objection, the previous ques-
tion is ordered on the motion to
recommit.

There was no objection.

The motion to recommit was rejected.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the conference report.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
on that I ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 320, nays 69, not voting 42,
as follows:

[Roll No. 341]

YEAS—320
Adalir Delaney Hutchinson
Adams Dent Ichord
Addabbo Denton Irwin
Albert Jacobs
Anderson, Devine Jarman
Tenn. Dickinson Jennings
Andrews, Dingell Joelson
N.Dak. Dole Johnson, Calif,
Annunzio Donohue Johnson, Pa.
Arends Dulski Jonas
Ashbrook Dwyer Jones, Ala.
Ashley Dyal
Ayres Edmondson
Baldwin Ellsworth Eastenmeler
Erlenborn ee
Barrett Evans, Colo. Eeith
Bates Evins, Tenn, Kelly
Battin Fallon Keogh
Belcher Farbstein King, Calif.
Bell Farnsley King, N.Y.
Benmnett Farnum KEing, Utah
Berry Fascell
Betts Feighan Eluczynskl
Bingham Findley EKornegay
Blatnik o bs
Boggs Flood Eunkel
ey Laird
Bolling Ford, Gerald R. Langen
Bow 5 Latta
Brademas William D Leggett
Bray Lipscomb
Brock Friedel Long, Md.
Brooks Fulton, Pa. Love
Broomfield Fulton, Tenn. McCarthy
Brown, Calif., Gallagher McClory
Broyhill, N.C. Garmatz McCulloch
Broyhill, Va. Glaimo McDade
Burke Gibbons McDowell
Burton, Calif, Gilbert McEwen
Byrne, Gilligan McFall
Byrnes, Wis McGra:
Cabell Gray McVicker
Cahill Green, Oreg. Macdonald
Callan Green, Pa, MacGregor
Callaway Grelgg Machen
Cameron Grider Mackay
Carey Griffin Mackie
Casey Griffiths Madden
Ced Grover Mailliard
Celler Gubser Martin, Mass.
Cham Gurney Martin, Nebr,
gll;elf g:‘ﬁm' Calif ﬁ:ﬂﬂm
ncy tsunaga
Clark Halleck May
Clausen, Halpern Meeds
Don H. Hamilton Miller
Clawson, Del Hanley Minish
gev Ha 5 Idaho Minshall
evenger nsen, o
Cohelan Hansen, Wash. Moeller
Collier Harris Monagan
Conable Harsha Moore
Conte Harvey, Ind Moorhead
Conyers Harvey, Mich. Morgan
Corbett Hathaway Morrison
Corman Hawkins
Craley Morton
Cramer Hechler Mosher
Culver Helstoskl Moss
Cunningham Hicks Multer
Curtin Holland Murphy, 1
Curtis Horton Murray
Dague Howard Nedz1
Daniels Hungate Nelsen
Davis, Wis, Huot O’Brien



O'Hara, Mich. Ronan Sullivan
O'Eonskl Rooney, N.Y. Sweeney
Olsen, Mont. ey, Talcott
Olson, Minn, Rosenthal Taylor
O'Neill, Mass. Rostenkowskl Teague, Calif
Ottinger Roudebush Tenzer
Patman Roush Thomson, Wis
Patten Rumsfeld Todd
Pelly Ryan Trimble
Pepper St. Onge Tunney
Perkins Saylor Tupper
Philbin Scheuer Udall
Pickle Schisler Ullman
Pike Schmidhauser Van Deerlin
Pirnie Schneebell Vanik
Poft Schweiker Vigorito
Pool ivian
Powell Shipley Watkins
Price Shriver Watts
Pucinski Sickles Weltner
Quie Sikes Whalley
Race Sisk ‘White, Idaho
Skubitz ‘Widnall
Reid, I k Wilson,
Reld, N.Y Smith, Calif, es
Reifel Smith, ITowa Wolff
Reinecke Smith, N.Y. Wright
Resnick ) Wyatt
Reuss Stafford Wydler
Rhodes, Ariz, Staggers Yates
Rhodes, Pa Stalbaum Younger
Rodino Stanton Zablockl
Rogers, Colo. Steed
Rogers, Btratton
NAYS—60

Abbltt Gonzalez Roberts
Abernethy Gross Rogers, Tex.
Andrews, Haley Satterfleld

Glenn Hébert Secrest
Ashmore Henderson Selden
Baring Herlong Smith, Va.
Beckworth Hull 8 ens
Bonner Jones, Mo. Stubblefield
Buchanan Landrum Teague, Tex
Burleson Lennon ck
Cooley MeMillan Tuten
Davis, Ga Mahon Utt
de la Garza Marsh Waggonner
Dowdy Martin, Ala Walker, Miss.
Downing Matthews Walker, N, Mex,
Duncan, Tenn. Mills Watson
Edwards, Ala. Natcher ‘White, Tex.
Everett Nix ‘Whitener
Fisher O'Neal, Ga. Whitten
Flynt Willlams
Fountain Poage Willis
Fuqua Purcell Young
Gathings Quillen
Gettys Randall

NOT VOTING—42

Anderson, Ill. Fogarty O’Hara, I11.
Andrews, Frelinghuysen Rivers, Alaska

George W. Goodell Rivers, 8.C.
Aspinall Hagan, Ga. Robison
Bolton Hansen, Iowa Roncallo
Burton, Utah Hardy Roybal
Carter Holifield St Germaln
Colmer Hosmer Bcott
Daddario Johnson, Okla. Thomas
Dawson Lindsay Thompson, N.J.
Diggs Long, La. Thompson, Tex.
Dorn Michel Toll
Dow Mize Wilson, Bob

Duncan, Oreg. Morris
Edwards, Calif, Murphy, N.Y.
So the conference report was agreed

to.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:

Mr, Toll for, with Mr. Scott against.

Mr, Dow for, with Mr. Colmer against.

Mr, Thompson of New Jersey for, with Mr,
Long of Louisiana

Mr. Daddario for, with Mr. Dorn agalnst.

Mr, Fogarty for, with Mr. Hagan of Georgia

Mr. St Germain for, with Mr. Hardy against,

Mr. Holifleld for, with Mr. Morris against.

Mr. Murphy of New York for, with Mr,
Rivers of South Carolina against,

Mr. Rivers of Alaska for, with Mr. George
W. Andrews against.

Until further notice:

Mr, Roncalio with Mr. Goodell.
Mr. O'Hara of Illinols with Mr, Anderson
of Illinols,
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Mr, Aspinall with Mrs. Bolton.

Mr. Hansen of Iowa with Mr. Robison.

Mr. Thomas with Mr. Bob Wilson.

Mr. Thompson of Texas with Mr. Carter.

Mr, Dawson with Mr, Frelinghuysen,

Mr. Diggs with Mr. Lindsay.

Mr. Roybal with Mr. Hosmer.

Mr. Eqwards with Mr. Michel.

Mr, Duncan of Oregon with Mr. Mize,

Mr. Johnson of Oklahoma with Mr. Burton
of Utah,

Mr. WHITE of Idaho changed his vote
from “nay” to “yea.”
The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.
tabAl motion to reconsider was laid on the
e,

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. FEIGHAN, Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
extend their remarks on the conference
report.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES SALARY
COMPARABILITY ACT

Mr. MORRISON. Mr. Speaker, I
move that the House resolve itself into
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the considera-
tion of the bill (H.R. 10281) to adjust the
rates of basic compensation of certain of-
ficers and employees in the Federal Gov-
ernment, to establish the Federal Salary
Review Commission, and for other pur-
pOoses.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the motion offered by the gentleman
from Louisiana.

The motion was agreed to.

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly, the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill H.R. 10281, with
Mr. DENT in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

By unanimous consent, the first read-
ing of the bill was dispensed with.

Mr. MORRISON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself 5 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of
H.R. 10281. This is an excellent bill that
has been carefully thought out and de-
veloped through extensive hearings and
executive consideration in the Post Office
and Civil Service Committee. It was re-
ported from our committee by a vote of
20 to 3.

Although I personally feel that in-
creases substantially higher than the
415 -percent initial increase in the bill
are fully justified by the record, the bill
represents the best measure that could
be worked out under the circumstances.
I do want to commend the very fine dili-
gence and spirit of cooperation in which
all members of the Post Office and Civil
Service Committee worked together to
bring out a bill that can become law this
year.

Mr. Chairman, one of the wisest and
most foresighted policies ever adopted by
the Congress is the principle of compara-
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bility between Federal and private en-
terprise salaries that was written into
the statutes by Public Law 87-793. I
fully subscribed to that prineciple, and to
the many affirmations by the Congress
and by the President that it must be im-
plemented in order to serve the best in-
terests of the Government and its em-
ployees.

While the 4l%-percent general salary
inerease scheduled for October 1, 1965,
under this bill will not achieve full com-
parability, it certainly is a step in the
right direction. Present Federal salary
rates are roughly comparable with those
in private enterprise during the Febru-
ary-March period of 1964, so far as con-
cerns the lower pay grades and levels.
In the middle and upper grades and levels
they compare with private enterprise
rates in 1963 and 1962, respectively.
Private enterprise levels rose approxi-
mately 3 percent more from February
and March of 1964 to the same months
in 1965. Therefore, at this particular
time the lower salary grades and levels
in the Government, as now in effect, lag
at least 7 or more percent behind
comparability with private enterprise
levels which they are supposed to match
according to Public Law 87-793.

I submit that it would be not only an
injustice to the employees—a breach of
trust—but also a contradiction of a firm
policy adopted by the Congress were this
legislation not to include at least the 414-
percent increase.

Aside from the matter of the general
salary increases, perhaps the most im-
portant part of this bill is section 107,
dealing with overtime and holiday pay
for postal employees. Section 107 will
revamp and modernize the outmoded and
unfair treatment of overtime and holiday
work that has been in effect, regrettably,
for many years.

Many thousands of postal substitutes
are called on officially to work heavy
overtime schedules—often as much as 60
or 70 or 80 hours a week—at straight
time pay. The record shows that lit-
erally millions of hours of this kind of
overtime is worked each year. It is a
shocking thing when we consider that
the Federal Government—which should
be the leader in enlightened pay poli-
cies—has permitted this situation to
exist. It is almost unheard of for em-
ployees in private industry to work more
than 8 hours a day or 40 hours a week
or on Sundays without being paid at
least time and one-half.

This sorry condition will be remedied
by section 107 of our committee bill. All
postal field service employees—including
substitutes—will be guaranteed time and
one-half pay for work officially ordered
in excess of 8 hours a day or 40 hours a
week. Regular employees will have
Monday through Friday workweeks,
with authority in the Postmaster Gen-
eral to schedule different workweeks
when necessary to provide service, and
any work they are called on to perform
on Sundays will be overtime, for which
they will be paid time and one-half.

This section also updates and clarifies
holiday pay provisions for postal em-
ployees. Any employee officially ordered
to work on one of the eight legal holi-
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days will receive an extra day’s pay—
that is, double time—except that for
work on Christmas Day a further half
day’s pay will be added, equaling double
time and a half.

I should also like to invite the special
attention of my colleagues to section 116
of the bill, on page 32. The effect is to
increase from $100 per year to $150 per
year the maximum authorized allowance
to employees who are required to wear
uniforms in the performance of their
duties. The $100 limit was enacted 11
years ago and I do not think there is
any question but that costs of wearing
apparel have skyrocketed, along with
other living costs, in the meantime. I
am confident that my colleagues—and,
indeed, the general public—take pride in
the clean-cut and well-turned-out ap-
pearance that is so typical of our postal
letter carriers. This provision of H.R.
10281 is urgently needed to give these
fine employees, and others who must
wear uniforms, adequate provision for
keeping their uniforms up to the fine
high standards that are traditional with
postal employees.

The bill extends the general salary in-
crease to employees subject to the Clas-
sification Act of 1949; all postal field
service employees; medical and nursing
personnel in the Department of Medi-
cine and Surgery of the Veterans'’ Ad-
ministration; foreign service officers and
employees; Agricultural Stabilization
and Conservation County Committee
employees; congressional employees; ju-
dicial employees; and employees whose
salaries are fixed by administrative ac-
tion. These are the groups customarily
and historically covered by general Fed-
eral salary legislation.

The bill also embodies the excellent
administration recommendation for sev-
erance pay for employees involuntarily
separated through no fault of their own.
This consists of two elements. There
will be a basic severance allowance of
1 week’s pay for each year of service up
to 10 and 2 weeks’ pay for each year of
service beyond 10. To this will be added
a further “age adjustment” allowance of
10 percent of the total basic allowance
for each year the employee was over 40
years of age when separated.

Mr. Chairman, this is an eminently
fair, moderate, and reasonable bill and I
urge all Members to vote for it.

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Chairman, I
vield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Alabama [Mr. BucHANAN], & member of
the committee.

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Chairman, the
issue before us today is simple and clear.
It is whether or not we shall continue to
maintain a double standard in our out-
look toward those who are employed by
the Federal Government in this ecountry
and those who are employed in private
enterprise. I understand that the Presi-
dent of the United States does not ap-
prove this bill. Yet on May 12, 1965, as
quoted in the report he said:

We do not have two standards of what
makes a good employer in the United States:
One standard for private enterprise and an-
other for the Government. A double
standard which puts the Government em-
ployee at a comparative disadvantage 1s
shortsighted.
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The faet is, Mr. Chairman, we do now
have a double standard. Our Federal
employees, while they have received
generous raises in recent years are still
well behind on average those employed
by private industry. Nor is this all.
While we require of private enterprise
that there be no more than a 40-hour
workweek for employees and that time
and a half be paid for overtime work, we
in Federal Government, and particularly
in the Postal Service, work men 60 hours
and more on straight time, and there-
fore, do not require of ourselves what we
demand of others.

We are called upon today to match
words with action, to enact into law pro-
visions which will simply put on an
equitable and equal footing those who
are in the Federal employ. I, for one,
believe in economy, but I believe it is
false economy to give the laborer less
than his hire. We seek to keep those
who are employed in Federal Govern-
ment on an equal footing, and not on a
lesser footing economically, with those
in private enterprise.

Mr, Chairman, members of this com-
mittee disagree on certain features of
this bill. For example, I join with the
others who feel that the congressional
pay raise feature should be removed
from this bill. But I believe that H.R.
10281 is a step toward living up to the
words which the President spoke on
May 12, 1965, and translating those
words into action. And more important
than this, to many of us, it is a step
toward keeping faith with the solemn
commitments Congress itself has made
to honor the principle of comparability.
By its enactment we are simply doing
right to the people to whom we have a
specific and a very special responsibility
and being right-minded and fairminded
employers of those who are working in
Government service.

Mr. MORRISON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may require to the
gentleman from Arizona [Mr. UpaLLl.

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, this is
the 1965 Federal Salary Adjustment Act.
In the cloakroom and in the corridors in
the last few days I have had many col-
leagues ask me different questions: Just
what is in this complicated 38-page bill?
Why are we having another pay bill this
year—we just had one last year? Is not
this a bigger bill than the administration
recommended? Why have you brought
in such a bill? What is this business
about a congressional pay raise tucked
away somewhere in this bill? And why
do we have a second phase 1966 pay
raise for Federal employees in this bill?

All of these questions will be answered
during the debate. I will start out by
saying that this is a good bill. It is the
product of extensive and careful hear-
ings. It was supported in committee by
a margin of 20 to 3 and such distin-
guished gentlemen as the gentleman
from Pennsylvania, Mr. Corperr, Mr.
BucHANAN, who just spoke, Mr. CuUN-
NIinGHAM, Mr., BrRovHILL of North Caro-
lina, Mr. OLsEN of Montana, Mr. DANIELS,
Mr., Marsunaca, and others of the col-
leagues whom you respect, carefully con-
sidered all of the features of this legisla-
tion and agreed to support either in
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whole or in large part—some of them
with a few reservations—the features of
this bill.

Mr, Chairman, let me take just a mo-
ment or two to tell you what is in the
bill. This bill has a 1965 pay raise ef-
fective October 1 of 4.5 percent across the
board for all of the 1.7 million Federal
employees in the major salary systems,
and this includes legislative employees.

Mr, Chairman, I shall offer an amend-
ment when we reach that stage of the
consideration of the bill to reduce this
across-the-board raise for this year
from 415 to 4 percent.

Mr. Chairman, there is a 1966 raise,
October 1, 1966, provided for in the bill.
This would be based upon a two-part
formula. The formula would be the
cost-of-living adjustment computed by
the Bureau of Labor Statistics on the
basis of comparability with private en-
terprise for 1 year.

In addition, at each level there would
be one-half the amount by which Fed-
eral pay now lags behind comparable
civilian pay.

Secondly, Mr. Chairman, there are a
number of fringe benefits for the Classi-
fication Act people. They now receive
no overtime for 40 hours of work. We
would add to this overtime for more than
8 hours in a day. We have a provision
to discourage departments from requir-
ing classified employees to travel on
their offday hours.

Mr. Chairman, there have been some
very serious abuses where classified em-
ployees are required to travel on Satur-
days and Sundays and for which they
receive no pay.

Mr. Chairman, there are a number of
important fringe benefits proposed in the
bill for postal workers.

We have done away with some archaic
and in some cases really outrageous fea-
tures of the present postal law. There
are Fair Labor Standards provisions now
whereby a private employer cannot work
people more than 40 hours a week with-
out paying them overtime. If he fails,
he can go to jail. Yet we had testimony
that some postal workers were being
worked as much as 60, 70, and 80 hours
a week. Under the present law certain
of these employees are paid no overtime,
So, we take care of this and we bring
Federal overtime standards up to those
of enlightened private industry.

Mr. OLSEN of Montana. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield at that
point?

Mr. UDALL. I shall be glad to yield
to the gentleman from Montana when I
finish my statement.

Mr. Chairman, we make certain se-
niority adjustments. It is now possible
for an employee with 15 years of service
to be making less money than another
employee in the same post office with
12 years’ service. We have made some
very necessary adjustments here.

‘We have also provided for relocation
expenses and for the first time for the
many postal employees who are seriously
affected by conversion to this new ZIP
code and sectional center system which
the post office is now trying to establish.
These people will receive the kind of pay
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that private enterprise gives to its em-
ployees when they have to rip up their
families, sell their homes, and move to
a new location.

Mr. Chairman, we believe this ap-
proach to be very sound and this part
of the legislation was developed by the
distinguished gentleman from Montana
[Mr. OLsEN], a very able member of the
committee.

Mr, OLSEN of Montana. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman now yield?

Mr. UDALL. I am glad to yield to
the gentleman from Montana.

Mr. OLSEN of Montana. Asa matter
of fact there are agencies in the Gov-
ernment that are provided with the au-
thority to buy the home of the worker
who is transferred, if he cannot other-
wise sell it?

Mr. UDALL. Yes. This is not pro-
vided for in this bill, however.

Mr. OLSEN of Montana. And if the
gentleman will yield further, it is not
provided for in this bill but as I say,
there are even greater benefits which
are provided by some agencies?

Mr. UDALL. That isright.

Mr. OLSEN of Montana. And, es-
pecially, in private enterprise.

Mr. UDALL. That is right.

Mr. OLSEN of Montana. But we have
not gone that far in this bill. We have
not attempted to do that.

Mr. UDALL. The gentleman is cor-
rect. The administration came forward,
and I commend it, and suggested that a
new provision be added to the law that
gﬂl be of great interest to many Mem-

ers.

Mr. Chairman, private enterprise has
for a long time had a system of severance
pay. Under this feature of this: bill,
if a base is closed or if a Federal installa-
tion is closed, and comparable jobs are
not found for the employees in other
areas of the Federal service, the em-
ployee whose Federal service is termi-
nated will receive a severance allowance.
That allowance is composed of 1 week’s
pay for each year of basic service, up to
10 years, 2 weeks’ pay for every year of
service above 10 years. In addition,
there is an age adjustment allowance so
that an older worker who has extended
service with the Federal Government
will receive additional benefits.

Mr. Chairman, this we believe repre-
sents a very enlightened and sound pro-
posal.

Another feature of the bill will give
all Federal employees who are required
to wear uniforms an increase in uniform
allowance,

Mr. Chairman, 11 years ago the Con-
gress authorized the sum of $100 a year—
up to that amount—for uniform allow-
ance. This has been unchanged during
this period of time. However, the cost
of uniforms has gone up. In the bill we
have a provision which would increase
this allowance from $100 to $150.

We also, Mr. Chairman, have made
another change in the bill.

Mr. OLSEN of Montana. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. UDALL. I yield to the gentleman
from Montana.

Mr. OLSEN of Montana. And in that
event with reference to the payment for

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

uniforms, the employee must submit
vouchers to the effect that he did expand
for uniforms a given amount of money
in order to be reimbursed?

Mr. UDALL. Oh, yes. He is not
handed the $100. He simply comes in
with the vouchers to show that he bought
a jacket or a pair of pants or whatever
is required and then he is reimbursed.

Mr. OLSEN of Montana. If the
gentleman will yield further, with refer-
ence to the letter carriers in the north-
ern climes where he has to expand
greater sums than those employed in
summer temperate areas, he will prob-
ably be reimbursed far less than the cost
of his uniforms?

Mr. UDALL. This is true. This gives
the system some flexibility. For in-
stance, our carriers in Tucson, Ariz., do
not use many snowshoes or heavy boots.
But I am sure that those carriers em-
ployed in the congressional district
which gentleman from Montana repre-
sents do, this represents an important
item. As a result of this provision the
Department will have a little more flexi-
bility.

Mr. OLSEN of Montana. And so it is
an attempt by the committee to bring
some greater justice in looking after
these employees who are required to wear
uniforms?

Mr. UDALL. That is right.

Mr. Chairman, these are the main
features of the bill. Because of the pub-
licity we have had and the charges that
will be made by some of our friends that
we have gone far beyond what the ad-
ministration desires in the field of pay
this year, we propose to make certain
changes.

Let me say that the Federal Govern-
ment is the biggest employer in the world.
We have five times as many -civilian
employees as General Motors. We find
ourselves in this great committee caught
between a number of difficult, conflicting
interests that we are trying to respect
and protect.

First, the Federal employees feel they
are entitled to a fair, a decent, and com-
parable wage; second, the Government
administrators who handle this great
Government of ours are entitled to sal-
ary levels that will attract end keep good
people who are responsible for provid-
ing national defense, postal service, and
other things involved.

Third, we have an obligation to the
taxpayers that they not be unfairly bur-
dened with the cost of salaries that are
unnecessary, that are too high.

So all of these pressing, three-way
considerations, are in front of us. I
know that the fixing of salaries in in-
dustry is an important and pressing
problem where interest of stockholders,
the employees, and the public must be
balanced.

Your Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service has this very heavy obliga-
tion of fixing salaries which balance
these three competing interests. We
think we have done a good job. The four
salary systems that we are confronted
with now call for an expenditure of
about $13.4 billion every year for sal-
aries of Federal employees. Admittedly,
we are not paying enough, and the main
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reason we have this bill here today, to
answer the questions of some of my col-
leagues who have asked me “Why a pay
bill this year?” the reason is Congress
made a commitment in 1962. Previously
we had haggles year in and year out,
sometimes every year, sometimes not
for several years, and we would argue
about the cost of living, we would argue
about what groups had pay raises in in-
dustry. We had a really disorderly sys-
tem of fixing salaries. The administra-
tion came in in 1962 and said “Let us
stop all of this, let us fix a standard for
Federal pay.” Congress fixed that stand-
ard, and that standard is that the Fed-
eral Government will pay on a compa-
rable basis with what private industry
pays.

The reason we are here today is that
the Congress and the Federal Govern-
ment have reneged on that pledge. The
pledge was made in good faith, it was
accepted by the employees. They have
been patient. We have tried in our com-~
mittee to work toward comparability.
That is why we have the 1966 raise in
the bill. We have committed ourselves.
The administration, I am disappointed
to say, this year said “we will have com-
parability, it is a great principle, and
some day we will get to comparability,
but not now.”

The reason we have the 1966 phase in
here is we are going to use the cost-of-
living index to keep us from slipping
back, and to make some effort to keep
this pledge that we made in 1962. De-
spite what you may hear today, or what
you have read in the newspapers, if this
bill is passed, and the 1965 increase goes
into effect, and the 1966 increase goes
into effect, there will not be even a single
category of Federal employees who are
comparable with the same work in pri-
vate industry.

So this is the main reason why the
passage of this bill is essential now—to
keep the pledge we made and to honor
the standard we agreed to honor on keep-
ing Federal pay comparable.

I hear some Members behind the rail
and some back in the cloakroom say,
“You keep giving these postal workers
a raise and they are overpaid—why can
we not just forget this whole business?”
I think Members who have served on our
committee and who have listened to the
testimony will have ready answers to
that line of argument. Postal employees
walk 10 miles a day and carry a 35-pound
bag and have to memorize 900 pages of
regulations and have to know 3,000
names and addresses. They have to be
diplomats. They have to represent the
FBI and the Fish and Game Service and
other Federal agencies in getting infor-
mation. They are honest, hardworking
people.

Now the Bureau of Labor Statistics
formerly made studies to determine what
it takes for what they call a modest but
adequate standard of living in U.S. major
cities. I hope my friends will get these
figures. Bringing these figures up to
date to this year, the AFL-CIO found
that if you have a family of four in ma-
jor U.S. cities it requires $6,400 to have
a modest—and I am emphasizing mod-
est because there are no luxuries in-
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volved here—it takes $6,400 to have a
modest but adequate standard of living—
$6,400 is the national average. The high
figure is $6,900 in the city of Seattle and
the low figure is $5,600 in Houston.

The present pay for the typical postal
worker in these major cities is not the
$6,900 that it takes in Seattle nor the
$6,400 which is the U.8. average nor the
$5,600 that is necessary in Houston—the
average pay now is about $5,400. Under
the administration proposal which we
rejected, those postal workers would have
received an increase in their pay of $5
for every pay period—in other words,
every two weeks they would get $5 in
take-home pay.

In blunt terms—and I hope my big
city friends from Cinecinnati, Chicago,
and the other large cities will listen to
this—in blunt terms this means that we
are now providing letter carriers with pay
which is inadequate for a modest but
decent standard of living in these major
cities. This is why we have gone slightly
beyond the administration’s recom-
mendations and why we propose in 1966,
if the House will approve this bill, fo have
a second phase that includes some
catch-up feature,

The majority of the committee will
offer a 4-percent amendment as I have
indicated, down from 4% percent. We
have a few technical and perfecting
amendments. Beyond this, the majority
of the committee is going to stand on
the bill as written. I think with the co-
operation of the Members, we can have
a good and thorough debate here today
and resolve the points at issue and dis-
pose of the matter at a reasonable hour.
For my part, speaking for the leaders of
the committee, I think we will cooperate
in this effort.

Mr. RUMSFELD. Mr, Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. UDALL. I yield to the gentleman
from Illinois,

Mr. RUMSFELD. I appreciate the
gentleman’s very forceful remarks about
this piece of legislation. The U.S. Gov-
ernment; is the biggest employer in the
world. It is equally true as you have
said that the U.S. Government ought to
pay decent and fair wages. But my prob-
lem is this. What may be a fair wage
in one part of this country may not be,
as you have pointed out, a fair wage in
another part of the country. The 13th
Congressional Distriet of Illinois and the
area around Chicago, as you mentioned
in your remarks, is an area that has a
very high cost of living.

There is no question, and I am deeply
concerned about this, that the postal
employees in our area do not make
enough at the present time to have a rea-
sonable standard of living. They just
do not make enough money. The wages
are inadequate. But to raise all postal
employees wages to the level that would
permit a fair standard of living for the
people in my area would be wasteful and
unreasonable with respect to areas of a
lower cost, of living. Conversely, to lower
the postal employees wages all over the
country to what is fair standard of liv-
ing in some communities would be equal-
ly unfair.
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What I am asking is this: Why has
not your committee come before the Con-
gress with a proposal that takes into ac-
count the clear, well known, and well
publicized differences in the cost of liv-
ing in the various portions of this coun-
try?

Mr. UDALL. When I first came to this
committee, what the gentleman has
stated was my first reaction. I thought
it was foolish to have a national wage
standard for Federal employees. Buf I
discovered that when you get into the
practical problems—and I shall not take
the time to go into all of them now, but
I should be glad to discuss them with the
gentleman later—one finds that there are
so many practical problems, that it is
difficult. For example, who would fix the
area? Would the cities be included?
Would you include the suburbs? If you
include the suburbs, how far out would
you go? What would you do when 200
groups come in and say, “We are right
across the street from the high-paid
area. We are in the low-paid area. But
we go to the same grocery store. ¥You
had better change the jurisdiction.”

The practical problems of doing what
is the commonsense thing, on the sur-
face, are so great that I became con-
vinced a long time ago that the wage
board type of system which the gentle-
man is suggesting, with its dozens, if
not hundreds, of different standards for
Federal wages in different parts of the
country, is not feasible. That is the
answer.

Mr. RUMSFELD. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield further?

Mr. UDALL. Iyield.

Mr. RUMSFELD, It strikes me that
what I suggest would be feasible for this
reason: Corporations across this coun-
try are working with sliding scales along
the line I have been describing. I am
not a member of the gentleman’'s com-
miittee, and therefore I would not pre-
tend to have the knowledge that the gen-
tleman has on this subject, but is it not
correct that what I am suggesting is
every bit as reasonable and easy to at-
tain as trying to determine the gques-
tion of comparability? As the gentle-
man discussed comparability, it struck
me that this concept has exactly the
same problems that you are alleging exist
with respect to the approach that I have
suggested.

Mr. UDALL. No. Comparability is
computed by the Bureau of Labor Sta-
tistics in a scientific manner. We have
had no arguments presented on that
question. We have had no employee or-
ganization complain about BLS. They
do not argue about the basic method.
They argue about the lag in time that it
takes to make the computations. There
is no argument there.

We cannot possibly resolve this ques-
tion in the debate today. If the gentle-
man wishes to draft a bill to do what
he suggests ought to be done, I shall take
a look at it. But I believe that when he
makes the first 200 attempts to draft a
reasonable bill, he will do what I did—
throw in the towel.

Mr. YOUNGER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. UDALL. I yield.
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Mr. YOUNGER. Does not the Gov-
ernment fix the salaries of Government
blue-collar workers by region?

Mr. UDALL. Oh, yes. That is a dif-
ferent problem. There you have a dif-
ferent standard.

Mr. YOUNGER. It isa different prob-
lem because it is treated in that way.
This problem could be treated in the
same way. You cannot fix comparability
in New York, Atlanta, Louisiana, or
somewhere else. Comparability cannot
be fixed in that way.

Mr. UDALL. Itell the gentleman that
on the surface his argument is logical,
and I accept it. Certainly, a postal
clerk’s pay in one of the small towns in
my district is an adequate salary, where
it might not be an adequate salary in
Brooklyn, Chicago, or Seattle. But we
cannot resolve that question today. The
bill before us does not deal with this
subject. If the gentleman has some con-
structive ideas, I suggest that he get
them together and draft a bill, and we
will take a look at it.

Mr, YOUNGER. I have had a bill in
for 8 years and your committee would
not even look at it.

Mr, UDALL. I will promise the gen-
tleman that I will take a look at it.
This is a matter of some interest and
concern.

Mr. JONES of Missouri. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. UDALL. Iyield.

Mr. JONES of Missouri. A minuie
ago the gentleman made a statement
about overtime. I believe he said that
most of the overtime is being worked
by substitute clerks in the small offices.

Mr, UDALL. Most of the overtime is
worked by substitutes. That is correct.

Mr, JONES of Missouri. Has the gen-
tleman received any complaints from
the substitutes because they are being
forced to work overtime?

organizations

Mr, UDALL. The
which represent——

Mr. JONES of Missouri. I am not
speaking about the organizations which
represent anyone. I am talking about
individuals. Is the substitute not doing
it because he desires to earn more money
by working more hours?

Mr. UDALL, We have not had in-
dividuals before the committee. But I
have dealt with men who have spent
their lives in the postal service and who
have come before our committee. I am
satisfied that the provisions of this bill
have the support of the vast majority of
the substitute postal workers.

Mr. JONES of Missouri. I do not be-
lieve the gentleman will get complaints
from those substitutes. The people the
gentleman has been talking about are
probably union representatives of or-
ganized labor. Is that not a fact?

Mr. UDALL. These are employee
organizations.

Mr. JONES of Missouri. I do not wish
to take up too much of the gentleman’s
time. In reading through the report, I
have found many misstatements of fact.
I want to find out who is responsible.
I should like to ask the gentleman if the
following is a correct statement: “for
not a single Federal salary has yet been
brought to even a close approximation
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of full and current comparability with
its' opposite number in private enter-
prise.”

Mr. UDALL. I tell the gentleman
that I am the authcr of the bill before
the House. I signed the committee re-
port that the gentleman is reading from,
and I stand by every word of it. The
statement that the gentleman just read
is true.

Mr. JONES of Missouri. Only a min-
ute ago the gentleman was saying that
in some of the small towns the postal
employee might be the best paid person,
or among the best paid people, in the
community. I would go further and
would say that in almost every town of
less than 5,000, unless some special situa-
tion exists, the postal employee is the
best paid man in the community, based
on his education, his ability, and the
work he does. Would the gentleman
contradict that statement?

Mr. UDALL. No; I would not contra-
dict the gentleman’s statement in some
respects. I have said that comperability
has a national salary line. We have at-
tempted to cover that.

I have commented about the sugges-
tions made, that we have regional or lo-
cal salary fixing in the Federal Estab-
lishment. In my judegment, this is not
a feasible and practical thing to do now.
Perhaps we can work it out someday. If
the gentleman will help, perhaps we can.

Mr. JONES of Missouri. When the
gentleman says “not a single Federal
salary” I would say that is a misstate-
ment of fact.

Mr. UDALL. The statement refers to
the fact that the Bureau of Labor Sta-
tistics has made findings.

Mr, JONES of Missouri. It does not
say that. It says “not a single Federal
salary.” That is talking about one man,
not a single one.

Mr. UDALL. The point the gentle-
man does not recognize is that when I
refer to comparability I am referring to
the statistics of the Bureau of Labor Sta-
tistics, and the standard Federal salary
lines of comparability are national lines.

I agree that in some areas compara-
bility might be less or greater. Tradition-
ally, for as long as I know of, the Con-
gress has adopted a policy of national
guidelines or national salary lines for
Federal employees in the postal service.
That is what I refer to when I say that
not a single Federal employee is above
the national standard of comparability.

Mr. JONES of Missouri. I see here
that the statement is made:

Nor i1s any consideration whatever given
to following the common practice of private
industry of paying premium rates for work
done on a Saturday.

Should that not be said to refer to la-
bor-dominated private industry? Cer-
tainly we would not say it is not a com-
mon practice for employees in private
industry to work on Saturday for the
same rates they get on Monday, Tuesday,
Wednesday, Thursday, and Friday.

Mr. UDALL. Of course the gentleman
is correct, in saying that many, many do.

Mr. JONES of Missouri. Would the
gentleman say a majority do?

Mr. UDALL. I would say that the
vast majority of large employers—and
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wetesare a large employer—pay premium
rates.

Mr. JONES of Missouri. As to union
employers, I agree. There are more
people who are nonunion than union.
Therefore, I say this is another mis-
statement of fact in the report. I can
go through it and point out many other
things.

I believe this starts on a false premise.
The further one goes from a false prem-
ise, the further one gets from the facts
and the further one gets from what ac-
tually should be done.

Mr. UDALL. I am deeply disappoint-
ed. I had hoped and expected that the
gentleman would support our bill, but I
respect his right to differ with us on this
occasion.

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. UDALL. I yield to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania.

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. We
are speaking of comparability for postal
workers and Federal employees as a gen-
eral U.S. national level. I believe the
statement of the committee is correct,
and I am glad the gentleman from Ari-
zona [Mr. Uparr] is protecting and de-
fending the statement. This bill will
not bring up Federal and postal em-
ployees to the general national level of
comparability. That is correct; is it
not?

Mr, UDALL. That is correct.

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. Sec-
ond, we are all interested in having the
U.S. Government; career service be a real
career service. I see nothing wrong
with the U.S. Government career serv-
ice being a good service. Rather, I com-
pliment the committee and recommend
we in Congress make the effort to reach
the point where U.S. Government em-
ployees will be fully respected as mem-
bers of a career service, such as exists in
Britain. Government employment can
and should be a fine service. I want
Government service to be highly desir-
able, and I certainly want full compara-
bility with similar jobs in private in-
dustry.

I disagree with the gentleman from
Missouri on the use as examples of his
specific instances he quotes, as they are
not the general rule in the U.S. economy.
I believe we in Congress have to set the
adequate standards for the country on a
national basis.

Mr. UDALL, I thank the gentleman.
He has been a real friend and very dili-
gent in support of our committee in
meeting the needs of Federal employees.
I thank him for his contribution.

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Ne-
braska [Mr. CUNNINGHAM], 8 member of
the committee.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman,
and Members of the Committee, first of
all, I want to compliment the gentle-
man from Arizona [Mr. UparLl. In all
of the 9 years I have been on this com-
mittee, I have never known a man who
understands the problems of the Federal
employees and has done so much to meet
those problems as the gentleman has in
this particular bill. In years past I can
recall some haphazard types of bills that
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we have brought before the House. They
have passed, but they had inequities in
them. I can now say that this is the
most worked over bill, the most per-
fected bill, I have seen in all of the years
I have been on this committee. This is
due to the work of the gentleman from
Arizona, the author, and Mr. MORRISON,
Mr. OLSEN, Mr. BROYHILL, Mr. CORBETT,
myself, I hope and many others. We are
taking care of many inequities here that
have existed and which have never be-
fore this time been met head on. So,
Mr. Chairman, I say that this committee
did work long and it worked hard fo
bring you this piece of legislation.
Therefore I support this bill. If is a
good bill. I do not know how it could
be improved.

As has been stated, in one of our previ-
ous bills, we had a provision which called
for comparability. That was in 1962,
and it is now a matter of policy that
Federal salaries should be comparable
to private industry salaries. We have
had some trouble implementing that
policy, but in this bill with the increase
this year and the automatic increase
next year we feel we will narrow that
gap or hopefully we can eliminate the
gap between what Federal employees re-
ceive and what is received in private in-
dustry.

I might say for the first time we have
gone into this very complex problem of
overtime. This is really a major part of
this bill. Overtime provisions are long
overdue, and I certainly hope that this
body will realize the inequities that have
existed and will vote for this bill so as
to eliminate those inequities.

Mr. Chairman, I might say frankly that
there is somewhat of an embarrassing
matter in this bill having to do with the
salaries of Members of Congress. I will
say that the gentleman from Arizona has
championed the formula that is in this
bill. It is about the only way that has
ever been developed where we will not go
through the old procedure of providing a
salary increase for ourselves, which is an
embarrassment. It does have some polit-
ical implications, and I am sorry to say
that if there is an amendment to strike
it out, I will have to give in and vote for
such an amendment. Other than that
this is an excellent bill. I do believe that
the second raise provided for next year,
the automatic increase, is most impor-
tant. There has been some opposition to
this from the administration. I would
say that unless we keep it in this bill,
next year being an election year, we will
be faced with a much more difficult situ-
ation in this regard. So I hope that the
bill remains intact. I understand that
the gentleman from Arizona will make a
slight concession and drop the increase
for this year from 414 to 4 percent. Other
than that and the Congressman pay for-
mula I do hope that this House will over-
whelmingly approve this legislation, be-
cause it is good legislation.

Mr. MORRISON. Mr. Chairman, I
vield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
New York [Mr. DuLsk1l.

Mr. DULSKI. Mr. Chairman, I join
my colleagues in congratulating our
committee chairman, the gentleman from
Tennessee, Tom MuUrray, and the gen-
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tleman from Arizona [Mr. Uparr] for his
effective and able leadership in bringing
the pay bill to the House floor here today.

I believe this is a good bill. Some
members on the committee wanted to
provide greater benefits than provided in
this bill, particularly for our underpaid
postal employees.

We provide a 4-percent increase in
compensation; severance pay when em-
ployees are separated from the service
through no fault of their own. Of major
significance are the new provisions for
overtime pay for postal employees. How
can anyone possibly justify the current
practice of working thousands of sub-
stitute postal employees 50 and 60 hours
a week, week after week at straight time
hourly rates with no overtime compensa~-
tion?

The new salary rates under this bill
still will not reach rates of comparability
with private industry. Everyone, the
administration, employee organizations,
and most Members of Congress all agree
with this principle of comparability, but
we still have not attained it. All we can
do is hope.

Mr. Chairman, I am convinced the
increased uniform allowance under sec-
tion 116 is urgently needed as are the
provisions under section 108 for reloca-
tion allowances when postal employees
are required to move to a new city.
This provision is most urgently needed
now because of the closing of gateway
railroad terminals in connection with
establishment of the sectional center
system.

Mr. Chairman, this is a good bill and
I believe one of the best we can enact
this year. I urge that favorable con-
sideration be given here today.

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 5 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Virginia [(Mr. Broy-
HILL], a former member of the commit-

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in support of this legis-
lation and would like to add my compli-
ments and commendation to the mem-
bers of the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service, and particularly to the
gentleman from Arizona [Mr. UpaLrl,
who was the chairman of the subcommit-
tee which handled the bill. Having
served as a member of the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service for some
years I think I can attest to the fact that
it is a difficult task to legislate on Federal
employee pay increases. It is not a
simple matter of determining what per-
centage of increase we would like to give.
It is not a matter of determining how
much it will ecost or how much we can
afford to pay them. It is far more diffi-
cult and far more technical than that.

Here we are dealing with 215 million
jobs, 215 million people, in many differ-
ent areas of work and many different pay
schedules which have to be considered.

Of course, there are several different
levels and grades and the commitiee has
to work out the relationship between
those various jobs, those schedules, and
those grades. It requires very close co-
operation and coordination with the Civil
Service Commission, and with other
agencies in the executive branch. It re-
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quires coordination and cooperation with
the employees themselves, consultation
with them, and particularly the em-
ployee organizations.

Right here and now I should like to
pay tribute to the many Federal em-
ployees, and especially postal employee
organizations for the great contribution
they have made over the period of years
not only to the political effort of getting
these bills through but also the way in
which those bills should be equitably
written. The committee also has the
problem of competing with private in-
dustry.

Mr. Chairman, most certainly here in
the Federal Government we want to at-
tract and keep the best type of employee.
This, Mr. Chairman, brings up the prin-
cipal reason why this type of legislation
is so vital and so important. Here we
are conducting the largest organization
in the world, a big business, spending in
excess of $100 billion a year. As a result
thereof we have to have approximately,
as I said before, 2.5 million civilian em-
ployees to help us conduct this business.
The Congress sits here as a board of di-
rectors. Most certainly in any big busi-
ness—big or small for that matter—the
board of directors is interested in good
personnel management. That should be
their prineipal concern.

Mr. Chairman, as members of this
board we should be concerned about hav-
ing the proper number of employees, no
more than we need and certainly no less
than we need, we should be concerned

with job allocation and job supervision,

More importantly, Mr. Chairman, than
anything else we certainly must make
certain that we are competitive in the
salaries and wages which we pay these
people upon whom we depend to conduct
this business for us.

Mr. Chairman, in the past and possibly
in this case, as well, there have been ob-
jections to the legislation because of the
cost involved. I have said many times
before in debate on similar bills that we
cannot economize by cutting the salaries
or refuse to proceed to properly increase
the salaries of our Federal employees.

Oh, Mr. Chairman, we can argue about
the distribution of these increases. This
is what makes such a bill so difficult to
write and so highly technical. We can
disagree as to the number of employees
and their assignment of work. We must
not ignore the fact, however, that the
only way we can properly compete with
private industry and maintain efficiency
in our Federal service is to pay at least
comparable wages for comparable work.

Mr. Chairman, it would be far more
costly in the long run to refuse to grant
the increase in the cost of living and to
make the salaries and wages of our em-
ployees competitive with that of private
industry.

Mr. Chairman, we have heard these
objections voiced in the past. If we had
listened to those objections of the past
and refused to grant the proper increases
from time to time, we certainly would
have had chaos in the management of
our Federal personnel system and not
have as high a quality of Federal em-
ployees as we have today.
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Mr. Chairman, the way to economize
in the Federal employee pay area and the
only way that you can economize, is to
reduce the program of services to the
public generally or do not enact new pro-
grams. However, once we embark upon
a program and enact it into law, we have
got to make sure that we pay our em=-
ployees what their counterparts receive
in private industry based upon the gen-
eral requirement of the work to be per-
formed and the skills involved. We will
find in the long run it will be a profitable
investment.

Mr. OLSEN of Montana. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the
Committee, I wish to join others in com-
mending our colleague, the gentleman
from Arizona [Mr. UpaLLl, on an excel-
lent statement in support of this bill.

Mr. Chairman, in order to conserve
time I want to subscribe to all of the re-
marks made by the gentleman from Ari-
zona. I do not believe I could add at all
to that statement or to the statement
which was made by the gentleman from
New York [Mr. DuLskil. I subscribe to
their statements in full, as I do to the
statements of the gentleman from Ne-
braska [Mr. ConNiNcHAM], and the gen-
tleman from Virginia [Mr. BRoOYHILL].

Mr. Chairman, this bill is the best that
we could do under these particular eir-
cumstances, though the increase should
have been greater.

Now, bear with me just one moment
and I want to tell you that 25 years ago
the average steelworker in America
earned $1,300 annually, while the aver-
age letter carrier 25 years ago earned
$2,100 annually. Now we are 25 years
later and the same letter carrier carry-
ing the same 35-pound sack of mail is
earning about $6,000 per year with that
25 years of service, and the average steel-
worker is making $8,320 a year. So the
letter carrier has not only been passed
up, but he has been passed up to the
extent of $2,300 a year. Or, another
way of saying it, he is about $3,100 be-
hind the job that he had 25 years ago.

We cite the letter carrier because he
is quoted as the standard here in that he
starts at PSF-4, and goes up into the
postal field service 4 and 5. Other
Federal workers in some degree remain
comparable to the letter carrier.

Once again, this letter carrier with 25
years’ experience finds himself $2,300 be-
hind the steelworker, when 25 years ago
he was $800 ahead of the average steel-
worker,

Under the 5-minute rule, I will present
you with some comparable salaries, when
we get to that part of the bill, and the
amendment stage.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 5 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
this legislation in its present form, the
so-called Government Employees Salary
Comparability Act. This bill is com-
parable to what? The price tag on it is
scarcely comparable to any pay bill I
have ever seen brought before us.

It has been said many times that there
is nothing so easy as spending public
money, for it appears to belong to no
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one. Certainly in the case of this legisla-
tion there has been failure to act with a
sense of responsibility to the taxpayers—
the people who are going to foot the bill,
and this is especially true in that provi-
sion of the bill which provides automatic
pay increases for Members of Congress,
executives, and members of the judiciary.

With respect to comparability, I won-
der what formula was used in the pro-
posed increase in the bill for the majority
and minority leaders of the House?
Both, under the terms of this bill, are to
be increasd $5,000 a year.

I wonder what hearings were held by
the subcommittee that produced justifi-
cation for the increased pay in this bill
for the majority and minority leaders?

Mr., UDALL. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman
from Arizona.

Mr. UDALL. The minority leader, Ido
not care whether it is the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. GEraLD R. Fornl or the
gentleman from Massachusetts the great
JoE MAarTIN or the gentleman from In-
diana [Mr. HarLEck] has almost as much
responsibility as the Speaker of the
House of Representatives. He is the
spokesman for the minority party, he has
heavy responsibilities and heavy duties,
as well as heavy expenses. It has long
seemed to me that he ought to be com-
parable to the Speaker, although he is not
wholly comparable to the Speaker. The
Speaker is increased by $12,500 a year
more than the other Members of the
House because he has national and in-
ternational responsibility, and it seems to
me only fair that the minority leader
should have some comparability.

Mr. GROSS. Is that as close as you
can come to explaining comparability?
If that is the explanation, it is what the
gentleman from Arizona thinks they
ought to have by way of an increase.

Mr. UDALL. It satisfied me. I sus-
pect it would not satisfy the gentleman
from Iowa.

Mr. OLSEN of Montana. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. 1yield to the gentleman.

Mr, OLSEN of Montana. There are
some figures that have come into the
hearings in previous years, but we did
not put them in this year. Those are
the figures of the salaries of some of
the officers of corporations of America.
For instance, International Harvester,
the president of that corporation gets
$124,000. The president of Martin-
Marietta gets $150,000.

Mr. GROSS. All right now, if you
want to use figures from private indus-
try and if you want to read the list of
bonuses and stock holdings of these in-
dividuals, and all that sort of thing, I
suggest that you yield me a little of your
time in order to do it. But if you are
going to quote corporation salaries as a
basis of comparability—why did you
stop af a $5,000 increase for the minority
and the majority leaders of the House?

Mr. OLSEN of Montana. Because in
the higher brackets it has been the agree-
ment of the committee that we cannot
possibly compete with private industry.

Mr. GROSS. Well that is just what
Iam trying to get across.
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Mr. OLSEN of Montana. But we did
do as well as we think we can.

Mr. GROSS. Oh,I see.

Mr. OLSEN of Montana. We are do-
ing as well as we can in paying these
people who are leaders in the House
something more than the rest of the
Members because of the added responsi-
bilities that they have.

Mr. GROSS. But by your standard
of comparability or the standard that
you started out to use here is this as
close as you can come? This is in the
nature of kidding us a little bit about
comparability; is it not?

Mr. OLSEN of Montana. No, no, no.
You know I would not try to kid you.

Mr. GROSS. Not much you would
not—not much.

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. 1yield to the gentleman.

Mr. UDALL. Let me give you another
standard—not from private enterprise
but from Government. Does the gentle-
man from Iowa think that the majority
leader of the House of Representatives or
the majority leader of the other body or
the minority leaders in both bodies are
less important and have less burden-
some duties than the members of the
President’s Cabinet?

Mr. GROSS. Well, unfortunately, I
am not able to gage very well the impor-
tance of the Cabinet members—I do not
see them very often.

Mr. UDALL. How about the Supreme
Court?

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman from Pennsylvania yield me
5 more minutes?

Mr. CORBETT. I yield the gentle-
man 5 additional minutes.

Mr. GROSS. I do not know what the
occasion is for any speed in debating this
because I have not heard of any $100-a-
plate dinner in connection with this pay
increase bill, that is, I have not heard
that this pay increase bill is to be fol-
lowed by a $100-a-plate dinner for a
Member of Congress as previously oc-
curred.

We are asked to approve two salary
increases, the cost of only one of which
can be accurately estimated. The first
phase includes a 4'5-percent increase in
salaries for all Federal workers plus the
initiation of certain additional fringe
benefits at a cost of $621 million. The
bill then provides for a second blank
check increase to take effect automati-
cally 12 months hence. That salary in-
crease is to be pegged to so-called com-
parability surveys and while the cost can
be guessed at there is no assurance what-
ever that it will be within the bounds of
what the proponents claim.

Therefore, the best we have to go on
is the “guestimate” that this legislation,
once both phases of salary adjustment
are in effect and the fringe benefits met,
will have an annual cost of $1.6 billion.
President Johnson described this cost as
“disastrous.”

If my colleagues will examine some of
the cost figures included in the report on
this legislation they will find the fattest
part of the fringe benefits cost in the
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overtime provisions. This bill grants
overtime benefits never before ap-
proached by any Government salary in-
crease at an annual cost of some $141
million.

Last year Congress gave itself a $7,500
pay raise. Now, 1 year later, it proposes,
this time by subterfuge, another raise.
The estimates are that this raise will ap-
proximate $3,000 to $5,000 by the time of
the effective date, which is the beginning
of the 90th Congress. Thus, in effect,
the vast majority of Representatives will
have granted themselves a raise, in the
period of 2 years, which will be some=-
where between $10,500 and $12,500.
This, I submit, is the height of self-
esteem and self-adulation.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. LATTA. I understand an amend-
ment is to be offered to delete this. Is
that the gentleman’s understanding?

Mr. GROSS. I have no way of know-
ing what will be offered to this bill.

Mr. LATTA. I will not and I cannot
support the bill unless such an amend-
ment to delete this is adopted.

Mr. GROSS. It is reported that the
gentleman from Arizona [Mr. UpaLLl
will offer an amendment to cut the in-
crease to Federal employees to 4 percent.

I do not know what change has been
made since this bill was reported out of
committee 2 months ago. I did not know
there had been change in the compara-
bility formula. So I do not know what
is going to be offered to this bill by way
of amendments. I regret that I cannot
answer the gentleman’s guestion.

Only yesterday the gentleman from
Arizona said, in dealing with the Sisk
amendment, that before the sun went
down yesterday evening we ought to
write the formula for a District of Co-
lumbia home rule bill. He said we
should not treat that matter on the basis
of some time in the future, that we
should be specific now.

Today the gentleman is asking you to
approve a formula to increase the sal-
aries of Members of Congress based upon
no one knows what a year from now.
It would be based upon the 44 percent
now, in the bill, plus something that oc-
curs next year., And he had not the
slightest idea of what the increase will be
next year. One day the gentleman says,
“Write the legislative ticket now. Do
not fool around.” Today he says,
‘“Mafnana—tomorow, next week, a year
from now we will write the ticket on
congressional salaries, but we are going
to make it automatic here today that
there will be an increase.”

Mr. MORRISON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
New Jersey [Mr. DANIELS].

Mr. DANIELS. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of our Post Office and Civil
Service Committee bill, HR. 10281. All
things considered, this is an excellent
bill and justifies overwhelming approval
by the House of Representatives, and I
commend the chairman of the Subcom-
mittee on Compensation, the gentleman
from Arizona [Morris UpaLrrl, for his
leadership.
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I should like to direct the Members’ at-
tention especially to section 107 of the
bill, entitled “Postal service overtime and
holiday compensation.” This certainly
is one of the two or three most important
reforms accomplished by H.R. 10281.
Although in some respects it does not go
as far as many of our committee members
recommended, it nevertheless accom-
plishes a long-overdue and urgently
needed modernization of overtime and
holiday pay practices for postal employ-
ees.
First of all, it should be noted that
the Postmaster General has officially
recommended legislation looking toward
this purpose, and his efforts are most
commendable. However, the official ad-
ministration proposal does not go all of
the way to the heart of the problems.
Section 107 of our committee bill will
complete several important changes not
included in the Postmaster General’s
recommendation.

I do not believe there can be any seri-
ous quarrel with the proposition that
postal employees should receive time and
one-half pay in cash when they are re-
quired to work more than 8 hours in a
day or 40 hours in a week. This has
been the general practice in private in-
dustry since early in the 20th century.

Even within the Federal Government
itself—indeed, within the postal serv-
ice—there is no uniformity of treatment
of employees’ overtime. Regular annual
rate postal employees are paid premium
compensafion when called on to work
more than 8 hours in a day or on days
not within their regularly scheduled 40-
hour workweeks. But the unfortunate
postal substitute has struggled along
without any provision for extra pay for
overtime work. He can be called on to
work 60 or 70 or 80 hours a week, in-
cluding as much as 10 or 12 hours in
one or more days, and is paid only at
straight-time rates. This is a sorry situ-
ation that cries out for correction. The
answer is found in section 107 of HR.
10281. Nothing less will suffice if we
are to do common justice to the thou-
sands of substitute employees whose ex-
perience, abilities, and dedication are
so needed by our postal service.

Another highly desirable improvement
which will be brought about by this sec-
tion is the designation of Sunday as an
overtime work day. Again, it is the
almost universal practice in private en-
terprise to exclude Sundays (and often
Saturdays as well) from the workweek.
Sunday work will be made an overtime
day, compensated at time and one-half,
by this legislation.

To touch briefly on the holiday pay
provisions of section 107, they, too, are in
line with moderate yet realistic private
enterprise practices. There can be no
serious challenge to the propriety of
these provisions under which postal em-
ployees who work on any of the 8 legal
holidays will receive an extra day’s pay
in addition to their regular day’s pay—
except for Christmas work, when a fur-
ther half day’s pay will be added.
Double time for holidays is part and par-
cel of the economic fabric that has made
this Nation great.
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And so, I most earnestly and sincerely
urge that the overtime and holiday pay
provisions for postal employees embodied
in section 107 of H.R. 10281 be ap-
proved and that any amendments to
weaken these provisions or reduce their
benefits be voted down.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DANIELS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Nebraska.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Would the gen-
tleman agree with me that this is one
of the most important improvements to
be made in the Federal employees’ salary
schedules we have ever undertaken?

Mr. DANIELS. The gentleman is ab-
solutely correct. It is one of the needed
reforms which we endeavor to take care
of by this bill.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I thank the gen-
tleman.

Mr. JOELSON. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. DANIELS. I yield to the gentle-
man from New Jersey.

Mr. JOELSON. I congratulate the
gentleman for a fine statement. I know
he has done a great deal of work on this
bill.

I rise in support of the legislation.

Mr. Chairman, I think it is high time
we recognized the right of Federal em-
ployees to conditions comparable to those
existing for workers in private industry.
In so stating, I do not limit myself to the
subject of wages.

With regard to fringe benefits such as
overtime pay, holidays, and retirement,
the people who work for our Government
must not be treated as stepchildren.

I have always been pleased to support
the principle of fair play for our postal
workers and other Federal employees,
and my vote on the pending bill will cer-
tainly follow the same pattern.

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Chairman, I yield
10 minutes to the gentleman from Illi-
nois [Mr. DErwinskIl, a member of the
committee.

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Chairman, al-
most without fail every Member who has
spoken on this bill has dovoted at least
a moment of time to commend the gen-
tleman from Arizona [Mr. Uparn] for
his handling of the bill, so I wish to join
in commending the gentleman from Ari-
zona [Mr. UpaLLl, even though I do not
agree with the bill he produced.

I do want the Members to know that
he has worked harder in committee than
any other Member, that he does more
homework than any other Member, and
I believe he deserves to be recognized
as the most knowledgeable Member of
the House on the subject of pay legisla-
tion, even though the result he produces
may not be as satisfactory as I would like
it to be.

Since I am addressing myself to the
gentleman from Arizona, may I point out
to him that 7 years ago, when I was a
freshman in the House, his distinguished
brother, who is now serving as our Sec-
retary of the Interior, provided one of
the great thrills of congressional debat-
ing history. That was at a time when
Representative Stewart Udall from Ari-
zona was participating in the debate on
the Landrum-Griffin bill.
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You may recall that at the time the
good people of the country wanted labor
reform and, for political reasons, some
Members did not want labor reform.
Representative Stewart Udall came in
with a substitute to labor reform. I re-
member that he took his position here
in the well of the House and in very
dramatic fashion he raised his hand and
said, “I carry into battle the banner of
Speaker Sam Rayburn. I am carrying
into battle the Speaker’s bill.”

Unfortunately for then Speaker Ray-
burn and then Representative Udall, he
was defeated.

I feel that I am in the same position,
because I am carrying into battle this
afternoon the banner of Lyndon John-
son—and I face defeat.

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, will the
distinguished floor leader for the John-
son administration on this bill yield to
me?

Mr. DERWINSKI. If you give me
that title, does that mean I get the pay
raise that the majority leader will be
receiving?

Mr. UDALL. No, but the gentleman
might have the title of rubberstamp,
which some of us on this side have had
for some time. I just wanted to con-
gratulate him for carrying the banner
of the Johnson administration. It is
most commendable and something he has
always done. He has never let the Pres-
ident down when he was needed.

Mr. DERWINSKI. Lest I be misun-
derstood may I point out my support of
the Johnson administration is temporary.
May I first, however, turn to my good
friends on the Republican side and point
out that as you know I have been quite
a critic of this administration. I make
it a point fo call it power mad politically
and point out the diabolic political moti-
vation in most of their plans and in the
different schemes I see forthcoming.
However, when the administration is
right they deserve support. In this case
this afternoon the proposals advanced
by the executive branch on the salary
increases I believe are correct.

In turn I would like to point out to
my good friends on the majority side
that the President has shown his interest
in proper management of Federal per-
sonnel. You cannot say by any stretch
of the imagination that this administra-
tion is not mindful of the Federal civilian
personnel. I think and I hope that al-
lowing for the temporary lapse which
we had yesterday when I understand
some of the President’s Members let him
down, I would imagine that you would
loyally support me as I present the posi-
tion of the President. At least this is
my hope. I am afraid, as I say, that I
am going to be disappointed, but in this
regard at least I am hopeful.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Chairman, will the
genfleman yield?

Mr. DERWINSKI. Yes. Iyield.

Mr, PEPPER. When the able gen-
tleman said that his support of the
President was temporary, did he mean
through 1972?

Mr. DERWINSKI. No. I meant only
this afternoon. As a matter of fact, this
is the real key of this legislative situa-
tion. I had hoped there would be a
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major effort made by the administration
and more especially by the Post Office
Department to have the House approve
their basic recommendations. Of course,
we all know that the Post Office Depart-
ment has a problem at the moment. The
Postmaster General, Mr. Gronouski, as
we know, is being exiled to Warsaw. The
new Postmaster General has not ac-
cepted his responsibilities as yet. As a
result, the Department is not fighting
for its very meritorious position. So I
stand alone. However, I would like to
point out that last week, after I an-
nounced that I would carry the admin-
istration’s banner into battle, the follow-
ing morning I opened up my mail and
their was an invitation to the White
House. Of course, I was pleased at the
instant recognition by the President of
my support for his position. I have since
discovered that every Member received
the same invitation, so even socially I
have not been able to get effective Presi-
dential support. I do want to emphasize,
and I refer you to the minority views
which the gentleman from North Caro-
lina [Mr. BroyHILL] and the gentleman
from Iowa, and I worked on, we thought
we wrote a very devastating minority
report. In fact, we thought it was deva-
stating enough to have kept this bill
bottled up in committee, but that did not
develop, either. If you really want to
know the truth about the bill, study that
minority report again. It will be an hour
before we vote. If you will remember
that the poor President is preoccupied
about Vietnam and beset with all sorts of
other problems and is not really able to
give the personal attention to this con-
troversial pay bill, then, perhaps you will
support some of my amendments. Inci-
dentally, may I state when the gentle-
man from Arizona will introduce his
amendment to reduce the salary increase
figures from 415 percent to 4 percent,
at that point I will have a substitute to
lower the figures to 3 percent, which is
the recommendation of the executive
branch of the Government. At that
point I hope we can score a great victory
for President Johnson.

Mr. MORRISON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. PooL].

Mr, POOL. Mr. Chairman, the Amer-
ican people are not dumb. They know
that good men deserve good pay. They
know that it is false economy to skimp
in such a matter. They know that you
have to pay decent salaries to get a de-
cent product. The same thing applies to
the Government. If you are going to get
good men you are going to have to pay
decent salaries.

This committee heard witnesses from
various industries who reported the
salaries that are received there. We ex-
amined the Government payrolls and
we were found wanting. We are not
comparable to industry. This bill will
not quite make us comparable, but it is
a step in that direction, and I certainly
think this committee has done a fine job.
Members of Congress realize how much
hard work has been put into this
matter.

I think one of the opponents to the
bill awhile ago said something about
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congressional pay and the question was
whether that provision will be taken out
or not. I should like to say this. I
came up here last year as a freshman
Congressman and the first thing that
faced me was a vote on a pay raise for
Congressmen. Everybody said, “If you
vote for that you will not come back,
you will just be a one-term Congress-
man."”

Mr. Chairman, let me be frank with
you. I did not think I could hardly get
by with the pay of $22,500 a year, but I
was not going to give up the job because
I liked it. I voted for the pay raise and
when I got back home the first thing
that happened was that I had five op-
ponents and every one of them hollered,
This man goes up to Washington and the
first thing he does is to vote himself a
pay raise. Is that the kind of & man you
want in Washington?

They asked me to explain it. I got on
television, and this is all I had to say.
I just left it with the people of Texas
whether I should come back here or not.
I told them that the answer I gave them
was that I just thought I was worth it.

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from North
Carolina [Mr. BroyrILL], & member of
the committee.

Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina.
Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman for
yielding me this timeé.

Mr. Chairman, this bill we are dis-
cussing today—H.R. 10281—is a highly
complicated package containing far-
reaching provisions regarding pay, fringe
benefits, and other proposals for the
benefit of all civilian Federal workers.

I subscribe to the general policy that
Federal workers should be treated fairly
in terms of pay and conditions of work.
The principle of comparability is sound.
As a national policy, this principle must
be constantly reviewed and updated in
order that it be properly implemented.
The Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service should constantly work and strive
to see that this policy is maintained.

There are two things that cannot be
overlooked in any action taken to im-
plement the comparability principle.
One is the public interest and the second
is the continuing responsibility of the
Committee on Post Office and Civil Serv-
ice.

There are some employees under civil
service who refer to bills of this kind
as “their pay bill.” Statements of this
kind do not fully state the case and also
statements of this kind are in the mi-
nority. This bill is not just for the Fed-
eral workers, Their interest is not the
only interest involved here.

There is also a public interest. When
considering this interest, we in the Con-
gress must realistically face the ques-
tion of the effect this legislation will
have on the Federal budget. It is esti-
mated that this legislation will add over
$1.6 billion to the Federal budgetary re-
quirements. This is an estimate only,
because the actual amount of the sec-
ond stage pay increase cannot be deter-
mined or pinpointed at this time.

Other questions which affect the pub-
lic interest are what effect this bill will
have on future mail service? What will
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be the future deficit of the Post Office
Department? That deficit for 1965 was
running at the rate of $783 million, and
$730 million for 1966. This bill could
add over $500 million annually to the
cost of operating the Post Office Depart-
ment. With these rising costs, what will
happen to future mail service? Will
postal workers’ jobs be adversely af-
fected because of these rising deficits?
Also, what effect will this rising deficit
have on future postal rates? Will postal
patrons have to pay more for their
stamps?

Now, what about the continuing re-
sponsibility of the committee to oversee
the implementation of the comparability
principle?

There are two features to this bill
which would abdicate the responsibility
of the committee and of the Congress.
One is the automatic pay increase for
Federal workers to go into effect in 19686.
We are saying with this legislative lan-
guage that the Congress will keep hands
off, wash its hands of any responsibility
for any increases in salaries for next
year. Also under the formula in the
bill, no estimates are available as to what
inereases will actually be made. The
committee report gives only vague esti-
mates. It could very well be that many
workers could be treated unfairly by
turning this responsibility over to a Fed-
eral agency outside of the Congress. I
believe strongly that we should retain
congressional control over any pay ad-
justments. I hope this feature of the bill
is stricken. The Congress will be in ses-
sion next year. At that time the com-
mittee can again go into this whole sub-
Jject with full hearings.

The other feature of the bill which
would abdicate the responsibility of the
committee and the Congress, is the auto-
matic pay increase for Members of Con-
gress. Contrary to rumors which have
been circulating that there is an agree-
ment to take congressional pay out of this
bil, I know of no such agreement.
When you vote for this bill, you are
voting a salary increase for yourselves.
With the way the language is written,
the amount of that increase is unknown.
It could be anywhere from $2,500 to $3,-
500 annually. This is on top of the $7,-
500 increase which was approved last
wear. I feel that this language, which
appears under section 205 should be
stricken. Some Members might read
this language and not realize its full
meaning. However, a pay increase for
Members of Congress is in there, it is
camouflaged. When we vote for this we
are hiding behind the Federal workers,
cashing in on the comparability prin-
ciple, and riding the coattails of postal
and other Government employees.

Let us delete this section. Then, the
Federal Salary Review Commission,
which is established by section 202, can
make recommendations to the Congress,
which not only involve or effect Federal
workers, but Members of Congress as
well. We can take those recommenda-
tions and then take such action on con-
gressional pay as we want.

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield briefly?
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Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina. I
would be delighted to yield to the gentle~
man from Arizona.

Mr. UDALL. Itisincorrect to say that
any Member of this House will be asked
today to vote himself a pay raise. Any
pay raise that is provided in this bill will
be effective at the very earliest in 1967,
after a new Congress has been elected.
It is not technically correct to say, and
I am sure the gentleman from North
Carolina will agree, that anyone is vot-
ing himself a pay raise. He may be vot-
ing for a possible pay raise for the next
congressman from his district, whom-
ever that may be.

Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina. I
would say to the gentleman from Arizona
that the vast majority of the Members of
this House of Representatives, more
than likely, are going to be candidates for
reelection and they know that at the
time they are voting on this proposal.
So, in that respect they are voting them-
selves a pay increase, at least for some
future date.

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina. I
would be delighted to yield to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Is there a
plan to offer an amendment that would
delete that section which is a concern to
a lot of the Members?

Mr., BROYHILL of North Carolina. I
understand that there are certain Mem-
bers who are planning to offer amend-
ments on this section. There may be
various amendments.

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. I believe it is
safe to say that most of the Members of
Congress, certainly in checking this
question of comparability—and we are in
concurrence with what the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. PooL] has said—believe
it certainly is a wise investment to pro-
tect adequate salaries. I do not believe
there is any disagreement on this. How-
ever, certainly there is a matter of con-
cern to many Members of Congress with
reference to the matter of congressional
pay increases.

Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina.
This is a point I would like to make, that
when we vote for this we are hiding be-
hind the Federal workers. We are
actually trying to cash in on this com-
parability principle. @We are trying to
ride the coattails of the postal workers
and other Government employees.

Mr. Chairman, I hope that this section
is deleted.

Mr. MORRISON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Hawaii [Mr. MATSUNAGA].

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of H.R. 10281. This meas~
ure is essential to the achievement of a
salary system based upon a compa-
rability principle which is the ultimate
goal sought to be achieved on behalf of
clvilian Government personnel. Because
others have discussed or will discuss
other sections of the bill, my remarks will
be limited to section 112. I do this be-
cause I originally introduced a separate
bill, HR. 8424, granting long-needed
severance pay benefits to Federal em-
ployees. I am happy to report that my
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bill in its entirety has been incorporated
into section 112 of the measure we are
now considering. Section 112 will cor-
rect a deficiency in Federal employee
benefits by providing reasonable sever-
ance pay allowances to Federal employees
who are separated from the service
through no fault of their own and have
not yet become eligible for immediate
civil service retirement benefits. I
am grateful that the Post Office and Civil
Service Committee, in reporting H.R.
10281, recognized the merits of my pro-
posal, which was prompted by an official
recommendation advanced by the Presi-
dent in his message to the Congress on
May 12, 1965.

The need for severance pay has re-
cently been emphasized by the plight of
employees who have lost their jobs in the
shutdowns of certain Federal installa-
tions such as naval shipyards and Vet-
erans’ Administration hospitals. Many
of these employees had devoted many
years of loyal service to our Government.
In a large number of cases no similar
jobs were available which could utilize
their special skills. Reductions in force
have occurred in the past and will con-
tinue to occur. About 1,400 find them-
selves in this plight every month. More-
over technological changes are advanc-
ing rapidly in Federal service, and future
changes in techniques may well force in-
creasing numbers of Federal workers out
of their jobs.

While economy and efficiency of opera-
tions must continue to be the primary
objective of Federal management, the
hardships to workers which ensue should
also be taken into account. The sever-
ance pay provision will accomplish the
Federal management objective in an
equitable manner.

Current provisions for early retire-
ment, annual leave, and unemployment
compensation, help cushion the blow of
financial burdens upon many discharged
Federal workers. However, no provisions
now exist to compensate the worker
for disruption inevitably associated with
loss of employment and loss of seniority-
related benefits earned through years of
loyal service. Lump sum payments for
unused annual leave have some beneficial
effect, but these benefits are not designed
for the purpose of aiding involuntarily
separated employees. The Government
lags far behind the growing number of
private employers who provide some form
of severance pay for laid-off employees.
Section 112 of H.R. 10281 will help cure
this defect so that the comparability
principle which the President has re-
cently reaffirmed will be much nearer
full achievement.

The severance pay section applies to all
civilian officers and employees in the
executive branch of the Government—
including each corporation owned or con-
trolled by the United States—the Library
of Congress, the Government Printing
Office, the General Accounting Office,
and the municipal government of the
District of Columbia.

The basic allowance will be 1 week’s
pay, at the employee’s rate immediately
before separation, for each of his first
10 years of civilian service for which no
other severance pay has been received,
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plus 2 weeks’ pay on the same basis for
each year of service beyond 10. An addi-
tional 10 percent is provided for each
year the recipient is over 40 years old.
The maximum amount payable is limited
to an equivalent of 1 year’s salary at time
of separation. Furthermore, no sever-
ance pay will be allowable, unless the
employee has been continuously em-
ployed 12 months immediately prior to
separation.

Appropriate provisions are also made
for adjustments in the case of any person
who is reemployed after having been
granted severance pay, and for disposi-
tion of unpaid severance pay in the case
an employee entitled dies before expira-
tion of the period. Payments would be
made at regular pay period intervals,
rather than in a lump sum, so that an
employee who is later reemployed by an-
other Federal agency before his benefit
period expires would not be faced with
repayment to the Government. Where
an entitled employee dies, the severance
payments will be made to his legal heirs,
as if such deceased person were living.

Mr. Chairman, it is time for us to rec-
ognize the need to place our Government
employees on a par with those in private
industry. If we fail to do this, there will
always be a serious drain of talent from
the Government into private industry.
The Federal Government must meet the
growing competition from private busi-
ness now.

A mere increase in salary alone would
not strengthen the career civil service.
Fringe benefits, comparable to those
provided by private industry, must be
included. This measure before us in-
cludes such provisions and will mark a
major step toward the achievement of
our expressed goal of comparability.

Mr. Chairman, I strongly urge the
passage of H.R. 10281.

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
New York [Mr. Finol.

Mr. FINO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of this legislation. In my opin-
ion, it is urgently required both in fair-
ness to Federal employees and in order
to insure to our Government personnel
of the highest integrity and competence.
This bill represents a significant step
forward in meeting the Federal Govern-
ment’s responsibility to its employees.

As many of you recall, back in 1962,
Congress adopted the principle of com=-
parability. This principle was designed
to insure that classified and postal sala-
ries be comparable with private industry.

Such a concept was a milestone in
Federal employee legislation; and, un-
doubtedly, it has helped to close the gap
between Government and private pay
scales. The comparability standard,
however, has not been strictly followed,
and Federal salaries still lag behind those
of private industry.

The Department of Labor’s statistics,
for example, continue to indicate that
raises of up to 11 percent are required
if Government and business compensa-
tion are to be equalized.

It is imperative then, that we get
on with the job of passing this pay raise.
We cannot afford to delay action on the
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bill. The fact is that today Federal em-
ployees are not being paid for what they
deserve for the services they are render-
ing their Government.

With a gradually increasing cost-of-
living, it is becoming more and more
difficult for many Federal employees to
meet their financial obligations and
properly support their families.

This to me, is an intolerable situation.
Congress and the American people owe
a great deal to the untiring efforts of our
civil servants. We must depend upon
these dedicated men and women for the
effective functioning of every branch of
the Government. Without their un-
selfish devotion to duty, this country
could not hope to retain its position as
the leader of the free world. And while
on the subject of devotion to duty, I
should like to add a special word on be-
half of the postal service.

The role of the postal employee in our
country cannot be overemphasized. He
represents the Federal Government in
every village, town and hamlet in this
Nation. Often, he may be the only con-
tact a citizen has with his Government
in Washington. That citizen depends
on his local post office for much of what
he knows and feels about the Federal
Government. The impression that the
postal worker—or for that matter any
Government employee—makes on thou-
sands of his fellow citizens each day is
often their lasting impression of the
Federal Government.

We, in the Congress, should be proud
that the Federal employee has not be-
trayed this trust, that, rather, he has
fulfilled it with vigor and dedication. In
short, the Federal employee has been
pulling his share of the load. But what
about his employer?

Since the comparability standard was
adopted in 1962, Federal employee sal-
aries have not kept pace with private
industry. This situation has continued
to exist despite the passage of repeated
pay boosts.

I cannot stress too muech, therefore,
the importance of this Federal pay raise
legislation. The opposition may attack
this bill as just another handout from a
summertime Santa Claus. But that is
simply not the case. What we are try-
ing to do here is to pass a bill that will
insure a fair salary for every Federal
employee; and at the same time, mount
a concentrated effori to bring the Gov-
ernment more in line with its own con-
cept of a comparability standard. This
piece of legislation represents the mini-
mum that is required at this time.

Clearly, the Federal Government can-
not continue to recruit the best talent
for every position unless it is willing to
adjust the imbalance in the salaries of
Federal and private employees.

Let me quote to you some of the late
President Kennedy’s remarks concerning
a public service career. In his first state
of the Union address, he said:

Let the public service be a proud and
lively career. And let every man and wo-
man who works in any area of our Natlonal
Government, in any branch, at any level,
be able to say with pride and with honor
in future years—I served the U.S. Govern-
ment in that hour of our Nation’s need.
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Yes, the public service is a proud and
lively career. And it is squarely up to
the Congress to insure that it continues
to be in the months and years ahead.

If ever there was a must piece of legis-
lation this is it, and I ask each of my
colleagues to give this bill his most seri-
ous and favorable consideration. Both
justice to Federal workers and the pub-
lic advantage of the country call us to
support this bill.

Mr. MORRISON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield to the distinguished gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr, Nix], a member of the
committee, 2 minutes,

Mr. NIX. Mr. Chairman, I wish to
add my accolades to the distinguished
chairman of the subcommittee and to the
members of the subcommittee for bring-
ing this legislation to the floor.

In the city from which I come, we have
10,000 post office employees and approxi-
mately 50,000 Federal employees. This
is a boon to them.

Mr. Chairman, I think the principle of
comparability of salaries and wages paid
to workers in private industry and work-
ers and employees of the Federal Gov-
ernment should have been introduced
long ago. It isthe only method by which
we are assured of constant study and
judgments based upon investigation and
experience of many sources.

Now, Mr., Chairman, the only note of
criticism that has been raised is as to
that portion of the bill which in the year
1967 would increase the salaries of the
Members of Congress.

But a singular thing occurred in the
committee, and I was responsible for it.
It was this: No Member of this Congress
is compelled to avail himself of the in-
crease. He can always say, “I will return
it to the Treasury of the United States.”

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Chairman, I
vield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
North Carolina [Mr. JoNas].

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Chairman, may I
have the attention of the author of the
bill? I am taking this time for the pur-
pose of asking a question or two. My
questions are not hostile, but I am seek-
ing information. I have discussed the
subject with various Government em-
ployees, particularly postal employees,
when we have been discussing compara-
bility. I believe no one would argue
against the concept that the Govern-
ment should pay to its employees wages
which are comparable to wage scales in
private industry. But I have never been
able to get anyone to tell me with whose
salary a mail carrier’s pay should be
compared. How do you arrive at com-
parability? What is the criterion?
What are the guidelines?

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. JONAS. I1yield.

Mr., UDALL. In 1962, when we first
accepted the administration proposal
and set up a comparability system, this
was one of the most heated and divisive
points of argument. The employee or-
ganizations said, with some justifica-
tion, what you have said today: “Who
in the world can you compare a mail
carrier to?”
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Finally it was agreed that you had to
make some sort of arbitrary comparison.

The comparability figures ordinarily
were basically established for the classi-
fied service—not the postal service, but
the classified service.

Finally, a comparison was made; it
was decided that we would link PF-4’s,
which is the letter carrier level, with
GS-5, and that is the level at which the
college graduate enters. The -college
graduate with a basic college degree en-
ters the Federal service at that point.

To answer the gentleman’s question,
there is no occupation with which you
could compare a mail carrier.

Mr. JONAS. That is what I thought.
It is an arbitrary decision, because there
is no occupation with which you could
compare a postal worker, that is, a mail
carrier.

Mr. UDALL. That is correct. It was
my judgment and the judgment of the
majority of the committee at that time
that this was a fair comparison to make,
that we should link it with the level of
the classified service which I have men-
tioned.

Mr. JONAS. I should like to ask an-
other question. Recently, we had Mr.
Macy, Chairman of the Civil Service
Commission, before the Independent
Offices Subcommittee of the House Com-
mittee on Appropriations. He was asked
that question. He said that in order to
arrive at a figure which is used for com-
parability, the Commission takes a given
number of metropolitan areas in the
United States—and I do not remember
the number, and arrives at an average
wage or salary scale in those metropoli-
tan areas. The result is what is used
to consider comparability.

Is that your understanding of the way
they arrive at a figure which is used in
arriving at comparability?

Mr. UDALL. Approximately. A much
larger number of areas are used, I wish
the gentleman would get the hearing
record. We went into this question very
carefully.

Mr. JONAS. What I am asking, and
what I thought you could answer in a
short sentence or two, is the following
question: In determining the figure that
will be used to consider whether com-
parability exists or not, are only wage
scales in metropolitan areas considered,
or are wage scales in rural communities,
small towns, and medium-sized towns
around the country also considered?

Mr. UDALL. These are different areas
in the Nation—not entirely metropoli-
tan, but largely metropolitan. The truth
of the matter is that 80 percent of the
Federal employees work in metropolitan
areas. That is why it is more fair to do
it in the way I have mentioned.

Mr. JONAS. What about the other 20
percent? The committee report advo-
cates comparability and I think we all
favor that, but I am trying to find out
what factors are used in determining the
wage scales with which the pay of Gov-
ernment employees is compared. Whose
work is it compared with?

Mr. UDALL. They try to find a job
which is identical with, or nearly identi-
cal with, a Federal job. The BLS peo-
ple actually go in to see what the man
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does, what responsibility he has, and
then they compare this with a Federal
job at a particular level and try to find
a matching comparison. It is a very
scientific and thorough job. I wish the
gentleman would read the transcript of
our hearings, because we went into this
in some detail.

Mr. JONAS. The transcript will not
be available to all who read the RECORD.
I was trying to get a simple statement
showing what is meant by comparability
as used by the committee in its report
and as advocated by many speakers here
today. Comparable with whom? You
say private industry. Does this mean
autoworkers in Detroit, steelworkers in
Pittsburgh, or what group of employees
in private industry and what indus-
tries? I think those who read the REec-
orp should have this information so they
will know what action is taken.

Mr. MORRISON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
New Jersey [Mr. Kress].

Mr. KREBS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of HR. 10281, as reported from
the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service, with this reservation: In my
judgment, salary increases substantially
greater than the 4l%-percent increases
provided by the bill are fully justified
by the record. The 415-percent increases
fall far short of the percentage reguired
to carry out the policy of comparability
with private enterprise pay rates that
was laid down by the Congress in Public
Law 87-793.

However, the committee bill is the best
that could be worked out under the cir-
cumstances. It is my hope that the
shortcomings can be corrected later by
legislation guaranteeing complete and
current comparability of Federal civilian
salaries with those in private enterprise.

My remarks are directed particularly
to section 107 of the bill, which contains
extremely important provisions to mod-
ernize the outmoded overtime and holi-
day pay practices of the postal field serv-
ice.

When our committee began considera-
tion of salary legislation earlier this year,
I undertook a study of employment and
compensation policies in the Federal
Government. I was at first amazed, and
then shocked, to find our Federal Gov-
ernment—which should be a leader—
completely out of step with private enter-
prise in its treatment of overtime and
holiday work by postal employees. Quite
frankly, it seemed inconceivable to me
that this situation could exist and—even
worse—that no more than half-way cor-
rective measures were being considered
by the Post Office Department.

It borders on the absurd, in this day
and age, to have to argue before the Con-
gress of the United States for legislation
to grant premium pay for postal em-
ployees who are officially called on to
work more than 8 hours a day or 40 hours
a week or on their Sabbath. This prin-
ciple has been so long accepted and prac-
ticed in private industry that a mere
reference to areas in which it has not
been applied should assure enactment of
legislation to cure the defects. As a
matter of fact, the Government itself has
espoused the cause and by law applied it
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in the private sector of our economy—
but carelessly overlooked placing its own
house in order.

President Johnson strongly reaffirmed
the principle of comparability between
Federal civilian salaries and those for
equal levels of responsibility in private
industry in his message on salary in-
creases submitted to the Congress on
May 12, 1965. He declared that:

We do not have two standards of what
makes a good employer in the United States:
One standard for private enterprise and an-
other for the Government. A double stand-
ard which puts the Government employee at
a comparative disadvantage is shortsighted.
In the long run, it costs more.

I thoroughly agree with the President’s
statement that ‘“‘a double standard which
puts the Government employee at a com-
parative disadvantage is shortsighted.”
Yet the overtime and holiday pay condi-
tions that exist today in our postal field
service constitute a glaring example of a
double standard that it not only grossly
unfair to employees but adverse to the
interests of the Government. This is an
area where comparability is long overdue.

Thousands upon thousands of postal
employees work millions of hours of over-
time each year at straight-time hourly
pay. It is common practice, moreover,
to work them inordinately long hours—
as much as 70 or 80 hours a week, week in
and week out. It is unfair and inhu-
mane to the employees and costly to the
Post Office Department. Certainly, such
excessive work assignments represent in-
efficient use of manpower and, at
straight-time pay rates, an imposition on
the workers.

I believe it appropriate, at this point,
to call attention to the comment of the
President’s Panel on Federal Pay con-
cerning overtime work. The Panel in
its report to the President said, in part:

The question of premium pay for over-
time work has commanded the attention
of the Federal Government and of other
government jurisdictions.

* * - » -

This issue was not before the Panel, but
there was brought to our attention the facts
that Federal overtime pay practices are not
consistent and that, because of certaln stat-
utory restrictions, employees in some Gov-
ernment activities, and particularly in the
Post Office Department, have work sched-
ules which result in uneconomical overtime,
as well as in far too long hours of work for
certain eategories of employees. This is un-
duly costly to the Government and unfair
to the employees.

The Panel urged acceleration of plans
to hire a sufficient number of employees
to reduce or eliminate uneconomical
overtime, and recommended, as soon as
practicable thereafter: “enactment of
legislation authorizing all rank and file
civilian employees paid under the statu-
tory systems to receive premium pay
equally and on a basis comparable with
industry practices when overtime work
is necessary.”

The Panel went on, then, to again
stress that “the need for action is par-
ticularly acute in the Post Office Depart-
ment.”

Unfortunately, when the Postmaster
General submitted the official adminis-
tration recommendation for changes in
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overtime and holiday pay provisions for
the postal field service, it was not in ac-
cord with the Panel’s recommendation.
The proposal falls far short of providing
comparability with industry practices.
To bring the postal field service pro-
gram reasonably in line with industry
practices—which, mind you, are based
on historic Federal legislative policy—
the provisions of section 107 of H.R.
10281 represent minimum requirements
1a.nd should be promptly enacted into
aw.

Section 107 modernizes the antiquated
overtime and holiday pay provisions
now applicable to postal field service
employees.

Subsection (a) limits any employee to
12 hours of work a day except for emer-
gencies determined by the Postmaster
General. The existing limitation of 8
hours regularly scheduled work in 10
hours of any day is continued for regular
employees. An added improvement is a
new limitation under which the work-
span of any other employee may not be
extended over more than 12 consecutive
hours.

A basic 5-day, Monday-through-Fri-
day, workweek is established for all
postal field service employees, with au-
thority in the Postmaster General to
establish a basic workweek including
Saturday where necessary to provide
service. Senior annual rate regular em-
ployees will have priority of preference
for the Monday-through-Friday work-
week, but may select some other work-
week if they desire.

Subsection (b) defines overtime work
for three general employee groups—
annual rate regular, hourly rate regular,
and substitute employees. In brief, for
the first group overtime work is any
work in excess of the basic workweek
schedule or on a Sunday. For the sec-
ond group, it is work in excess of 8 hours
a day or 40 hours a week or on a Sunday.
For the third group it is work in excess
of 8 hours a day or 40 hours a week.
Regular annual rate employees already
have the 40-hour week provision.

An employee in salary level 10 or be-
low will receive time and one-half the
regular hourly rate for his overtime
work. Employees in level 11 or above
will receive compensatory time or, in the
discretion of the Postmaster General, be
paid time and one-half the regular rate
or the highest rate of salary level 10,
whichever is the lesser.

This subsection also authorizes double
time, as is the practice in private enter-
prise, for work on legal holidays except
Christmas, if the employee is in salary
level 10 or below. If he is in salary level
11 or above, he will be granted compen-
satory time or, in the discretion of the
Postmaster General, be paid double time.
For work on Christmas Day employees
will receive the equivalent of double
time plus one-half.

Mr. Chairman, with all due respect to
the administrative views on this impor-
tant section of our committee bill, I sub-
mit that enactment of section 107 is
essential under the comparability prin-
ciple. It is distinctly in the interest of
efficiency and good manpower utilization
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in the postal service, as well as in com-
mon justice to postal employees. I
strongly urge the adoption of the entire
section with the amendments which will
be offered at an appropriate time.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. MORRISON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield the gentleman 1 additional minute.

Mr. KREBS. Mr. Chairman, the Fed-
eral policy established the Davis-Bacon
Act on March 3, 1931, which requires
that every Government contract for con-
struction, alteration, or repair of a public
building, if the contract price exceeds
$2,000, contain a stipulation that the
contractor and all subcontractors pay
their various classes of mechanics and
laborers minimum wages based on local
prevailing rates for corresponding classes
of workers on similar non-Government
projects, as determined by the Secretary
of Labor.

The Federal policy established the
‘Walsh-Healey Act on June 30, 1936,
which requires that each Government
contract for the manufacturing or fur-
nishing of materials, supplies, articles,
and equipment, if the contract price ex-
ceeds $10,000, shall include stipulations
that, first, all persons employed by the
contractor will be paid not less than the
minimum wages determined by the
Secretary of Labor to be the local pre-
vailing wage rates for similar work; and
second, no employee of the contractor
will be allowed to work over 8 hours a
day or 40 hours a week except upon pay-
ment of overtime compensation.

The Federal policy established the
Contract Work Hours Standards Act,
Public Law 87-581, 76 Stat. 357.

In 1962, the Congress passed the Con-
tract Work Hours Standards Act which
establishes a standard 8-hour workday,
and 40-hour workweek, applicable with
respect to all laborers and mechanics
employed on a public work of the United
States. This provision requires the pay-
ment of wages at the rate of time and
a half for work in excess of the standard
workday or standard workweek.

Mr. Chairman, I just want to close
with one thought which relates to the
question of fiscal integrity and fiscal re-
sponsibility. I want to say that this is
something that I have heard a whole
lot about, but I wonder how it could be
explained to the taxpayers of this coun-
try if someone were to bring to their at-
tention the fact that on September 13,
1965, excluding the cost of the pay of the
reading clerks, the parliamentary clerks,
the parliamentarian, the tally clerk, the
bill clerk, the reporters of debates, the
sergeant-at-arms, the pages, the door-
men, and the floor telephone service and
all of the other employees of the Capi-
tol, the taxpayers of the United States
paid out of the Treasury for excessive
quorum calls and excessive rollcalls the
frightening sum of $254,000 for 1 day of
rollealls that were designed not for their
original and salutary purpose but for the
purpose of thwarting the legislative proc-
ess

Mr. CORBETT., Mr.Chairman, I yleld
2 minutes to the gentleman from Massa-~
chusetts [Mr. KerTH].
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Mr. KEITH. Mr. Chairman, my ques-
tions are directed to Mr. UpaLL. I concur
with him, and I believe with our Congress,
that we should have comparability in
our system of pay for Federal Govern-
ment employees. I would like to know to
what hospitals he turned to find the
comparability feature. I just called one
of the best hospitals in southeastern
Massachusetts, which is part of the
greater Boston complex. I find that the
average chief nurse gets about $8,600 per
year whereas the average chief nurse at
a small veterans hospital will start out
at close to $10,000. I find that the aver-
age registered nurse at a charitable hos-
pital starts out at about $5,000 where-
as the average registered nurse in the
VA would probably start out closer to
$6,000. I find that most of the charita-
ble and private hospitals have no pen-
sion plan, seldom any group insur-
ance, and oftentimes only have 2 weeks’
vacation, and no severance pay. My
question is where did you go to find the
comparability features for hospital sal-
aries.

Mr. UDALL. Well, I would say to the
gentleman that comparability is a con-
cept which has been applied to the classi-
fied employees and the general schedule
employees and the postal employees.
The gentleman is referring to the Vet-
erans’ Administration employees, I take
it. They come under an entirely differ-
ent system. Basically the comparability
comparisons are made only as between
private industry and Federal Govern-
ment employees. There is no attempt
to compare as between State hospitals,
local hospitals, and county hospitals and
that sort of thing.

Mr. KEITH. This makes it very dif-
ficult for the local hospitals in greater
Boston, and in fact throughout the entire
country, to compete for personnel with
neighboring Veterans' Administration
hospitals.

Mr. MORRISON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
New York [Mr. HANLEY].

Mr. HANLEY, Mr. Chairman, a pre-
vious speaker this afternoon referred to
the author of this bill as the most astute
Member of this House on the issue under
discussion. I wholeheartedly agree with
this comment and on the basis of this
tribute alone I would suggest the passage
of this bill unanimously.

Mr. Chairman, I speak in behalf of
H.R. 10281, the Government Employees
Salary Comparability Act of 1965, be-
cause I believe wholeheartedly that this
bill represents a sound, progressive, and
responsible congressional approach to
the continuing duty to provide a fair and
equitable Federal salary system. I sup-
port the bill as it was reported by the
Post Office and Civil Service Committee,
and I urge all of you to support the bill
as it stands. It is the best possible bill.

I shall direct my remarks to four fea-
tures of H.R. 10281; the second stage pay
increase to be effective in October of
1966, the overtime provisions, the postal
seniority salary adjustments, and sever-
ance pay.

To my way of thinking, the second
stage of pay increases represents a pru-
dent exercise of the responsibility of the
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Congress to give full faith and credit to
the great legislative declaration that
there ought to be comparability, equal
pay for equal work, in Federal and pri-
vate enterprise salaries. Briefly, the
second stage involves an increase in pay
equal to one-half of the percentage by
which salary rates paid for the same level
of work in private enterprise for the
months of February and March of 1965
exceed the salaries of Federal employees.
Added to this will be a percentage in-
crease based on the increase in private
enterprise salaries between March of
1965 and March of 1966.

This proposal will bring about a par-
tial solution to the thorny problem of
correcting comparability inequities at
the various levels of work and responsi-
bility within the Federal employment
system. Needless to say, such a problem
cannot be corrected by an across-the-
board dollar or percentage increase. It
is clear that in a number of Federal posi-
tions the comparability lag or gap is
much greater than in others, and we
have in this second stage pay increase
mechanism a means to wipe out, across
the board, one-half of the gap. I wish
to reiterate once again my support for
this section of H.R. 10281. It is eruecial
to the committee’s effort to present to
the Congress a way of achieving com-
parability.

The second feature of H.R. 10281, on
which I want to comment, is the provi-
sion for overtime pay. Our committee
report calls this a major breakthrough,
and it really is. This section affects par-
ticularly employees in the postal field
service. The report makes mention of
the archaic and inequitable set of stric-
tures in the field of overtime work and
overtime pay. This bill provides that
postal employees in level 10 and below
be paid time and one-half for overtime
work in excess of 8 hours per day and 40
hours per week. Premium pay is also
provided for work performed on holidays.
Such practices have long been in effect
in many enlightened private businesses.
For some classes of postal workers, the
present procedure of being rewarded with
compensatory time for overtime work, in
addition to being unfair, has proved
meaningless. Compensatory time as-
sumes that the employee who works
overtime can arrange to take time off
from his regular duties during periods
when his workload is not so heavy. If it
develops, and it often does, that the em~
ployee cannot be spared, he ends up with
neither overtime pay nor extra time off.
This seems to me to be unfair. The bill
removes the inequity of not rewarding
substitute employees with overtime pay
when they work in excess of 8 hours a day
and 40 hours a week.

Another feature of HR. 10281, added
in the interest of sound personnel man-
agement, is the stipulation that any em-
ployee who was promoted to a higher
level between July 9, 1960, and October
13, 1962, and who is senior in terms of to-
tal postal service to an employee in the
same post office who was promoted after
October 13, 1962, and who is in a step in
the same level below the step of the junior
employee, must be advanced to that step
held by his colleague with less total
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postal service. In order to make sure
that such situations as this are corrected,
H.R. 10281 requires the Postmaster Gen-
eral to see to it. It is only reasonable
that we provide that an employee with
the Post Office Department, doing the
same work side by side with a colleague
of less total service, receive the same
compensation which his junior receives.

The last feature of H.R. 10281, on
which I would like to comment, is the
provision for a form of severance pay for
Federal employees who, through no fault
of their own, become separated from the
service and have not yet become eligible
for immediate civil service retirement
benefits. That there is a need for a form
of severance pay for Federal employees
like this has become very clear to me in
recent months as the results of a number
of relocations and consolidations of Fed-
eral agencies in my district have become
apparent. Good, hard working, ecivil
servants with 15 or 20 years of service find
themselves out in the cold without work
and without retirement. Naturally sev-
erance pay is not the answer to their
problem, but it will be a form of as-
sistance.

Again I want to affirm my support for
H.R. 102381 and for all of its provisions,
and I would ask my colleagues to support
the bill, and to approve it without amend-
ment.

Mr. MORRISON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Iowa [Mr. SCHMIDHAUSER].

Mr. SCHMIDHAUSER. Mr. Chair-
man, I intend to support this much
needed salary bill for civil servants. I
am here, however, briefly to urge that
there be omitted from this bill that sec-
tion which provides an increase in salary
for Members of Congress.

Mr. Chairman, I agree with some of my
colleagues about the work that Members
of Congress have done. Certainly, it can
be said, and not entirely facetiously, this
is probably one of the few groups of peo-
ple who are working overtime without
time and a half pay. We have expe-
rienced that situation at this session.

However, Mr. Chairman, I believe there
are some serious factual objections to the
manner in which salary increases for
Members of Congress has been presented
to the House.

I appreciate also the suggestion by the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Nix]
concerning those Members who disagree
with this proposal. He recommended
that they turn back their salary in-
crease in 1967. I am on public record
as being perfectly willing to do that if I
am in the Congress, in the 90th Con-
gress, and if this bill is passed in its
present form I feel an obligation to the
civil servants who need a salary increase
and will vote for this bill.

However, Mr. Chairman, I would like
to talk briefly about the objections that
I have to this section. I do not intend
to call it a subterfuge. Unfortunately,
I believe there are many people who be-
lieve this, however. I believe that this
committee should have followed Iits
earlier judgment by setting up a biparti-
san, blue-ribbon commission to study
this problem. This commission could
objectively have presented us with the
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facts upon which we could have acted
separately from this measure.

Mr. Chairman, the main objections
that I have to including this feature in
the bill at this time are these:

First, salary increases for Members of
Congress should not be tied in with the
increase contemplated for Federal civil
servants. It is true, of course, that sup-
porters of such a combination argue that
there is a relationship between levels of
salary for civil servants, Cabinet officers,
and Members of Congress. There is a
basic difference, however, in that Mem-
bers of Congress are hereupon asked to
act directly in their own behalf. I feel
that a far sounder approach would be
the development of a bipartisan blue-
ribbon congressional salary commission
to make recommendations to be acted
upon by the Congress after adequate
study, separate from any salary sched-
ules for other public servants.

Second, and an even more funda-
mental consideration which I would like
to raise, is that many assumptions have
been made concerning the so-called re-
lationship between salaries of public
servants, whether in the administrative,
policymaking executive and legislators,
and executives in private corporations.
It has sometimes been argued that sal-
aries in public life should be made com-
parable to those in private business.
Most business executives are hard-work-
ing individuals. But I would like to point
out candidly that the setting of execu-
tive salaries in some private businesses
obviously bears no relationship to the
amount of work performed or the eligi-
bility of those who receive them. Several
recent stockholder revolts have shown
the nature of the problem. Frequently,
those levels are determined by the fact
that some executives in private organiza-
tions, because of their economic control
of the organization, are able to deter-
mine what level of salaries and other in-
crements such as stock option incentives
that they may receive. Members of Con-
gress are rightfully subject to another
set of considerations, the most important
of these being their responsibility to a
large number of people in the electorate
who, like Members of Congress, are not
really free to set their income and salaries
at whatever level they so determine.
Consequently, I would like to recommend
in consideration of this and subsequent
congessional salary legislation that we
create an objective commission to deter-
mine periodically on a sensible basis the
salary needs of Members of Congress.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Iowa has expired.

Mr. MORRISON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Maryland [Mr. MACHEN].

Mr. MACHEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
to state I will support an amendment to
this bill that would strike the section
providing automatic pay increases for
Members of Congress.

I am not making any judgment on the
merits of a congressional raise in 1967
or at any other time. However, I do feel
that this matter should be handled sep-
arately.

Even such a move as delaying the ef-
fective date of the increase merely side-
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steps the issue of treating congressional
salaries apart from the regular Federal
pay system.

In view of the fact that Congress last
year voted itself a 33-percent raise while
at the same time voting the classified
service pay raises averaging 4.3 percent,
I feel that this year we should devote
ourselves to improving the lot of the
classified, postal, and Federal employees
of other categories. Congressmen should
not be forced to choose between voting
themselves a significant raise or denying
badly needed increases to the Federal
employees.

By handling the matter separately, the
American people will have the benefit of
the debate on the floor and can judge
the merits of the case as they see it.

Congress should not be afraid to vote
its own pay raises in the spotlight of
publicity. Either the people are con-
vinced that the Congressman is worth
what he is paid or they are not. At any
rate our decision must be made in full
view of the public—not by an obscure
reference to the United States Code
buried deep in the next to last page of
the bill.

I believe that the rest of the bill is
badly needed, and I have been urging its
enactment. My district has one of the
largest groups of Federal employees in
the country and I am well aware that
their salaries lag behind those received
by employees doing comparable work in
private industry. These people are the
backbone of the entire Nation. Although
the laws are made by Congress, the suc-
cess of their intent is completely in the
hand of the Federal employee that ad-
ministers the legislation. For this rea-
son alone, we must provide every pos-
sible incentive to attract competent and
dedicated employees to the Federal serv-
ice and to keep the ones that we have.

I want there to be no misunderstand-
ing about the intent of my amendment.
It is not to take a position on the merits
of a congressional pay raise. It is sim-
ply to separate two important issues so
that the vitally needed Federal em-
ployees pay raise is not jeopardized in
any way. I do not want to see a single
vote lost for this important bill because &
Congressman did not see fit to vote him-
self a pay raise.

Mr. MORRISON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from California [Mr. DyaLl.

Mr. DYAL. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of this legislation. I am however
opposed, as stated by the previous
speaker, to the congressional provision
contained in this bill.

Mr. MORRISON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
South Carolina [Mr. McMiLLAaN].

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Chairman, I
had an amendment prepared to this bill
in connection with this so-called House
Employees Classification Act. However,
I understand this amendment is not ger-
mane to this bill.

I would like to say a word on this sub-
ject, as I have had numerous complaints
during the past year from employees
connected with the Sergeant at Arms, the
Office of House Disbursing, the Door-
kepeer’s Office, and all other housekeep-
ing activities here on Capitol Hill.
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I have been in Congress quite a while,
and I feel very close to this branch of the
Government. I think it is the duty of
the House Members to provide for the
housekeeping activities of Capitol Hill.
The minute we leave it to the Civil Serv-
ice or General Services to take over cer-
tain agencies of the House of Represent-
atives, we are going to be in trouble.

I will present this amendment in the
form of a bill, and will go before the
House Administration Committee in an
effort to repeal Public Law 88-652.

Mr. FRIEDEL. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. McMILLAN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Maryland.

Mr. FRIEDEL. Earlier in this ses-
sion the gentleman sponsored a bill to do
away with the Classification Act we
passed last year.

Mr. McMILLAN. Yes; the gentleman
from Maryland is correct.

Mr. FRIEDEL, I did set a date for a
hearing on it before the Subcommittee
on Accounts but we had to postpone the
hearing.

Mr. McMILLAN. That is correct.
The gentleman has offered to assist me
with this proposed legislation. Each
time we were trying to have a hearing
something happened. It was my fault
that we could not get a date for the
hearing that was convenient to all con-
cerned parties.

Mr. FRIEDEL. I think we can set an-
other date for the hearing the early part
of January.

Mr. McMILLAN. When this legisla-
tion was before the House for considera-
tion during the last Congress I was ad-
vised at that time the purpose of the leg-
islation was to grant retirement benefits
to employees of the folding rooms, and
several other agencies in the Capitol. I
did not know it went so far as to have
civil service regulations on Capitol Hill.

Mr, FRIEDEL. One of the purposes
of the Classification Act was to permit
certain groups of employees in the House
to obtain coverage under the Retirement
Act. But it is also designed to provide
a fair system of determining salaries on
the basis of the work performed. No
one had their salary reduced under Pub-
lic Law 88-652 and some received in-
creases.

Mr. McMILLAN. I think it has done a
good job, and I think it has served its
purpose, now, I think it is time to repeal
jit. The Senate had a similar act in force
3 months and they decided to repeal it.

Mr. FRIEDEL. We have had a few
complaints from employees who feel they
should be in a higher classification and
we will have their supervisors, the Ser-
geant at Arms, the Clerk, the Door-
keeper, and others at the hearings when
we consider these complaints.

Mr. McMILLAN. I think the act has
done a good job in adjusting some ir-
regularities.

I include the following:

A BrIEF ANALYSIS BY THE CLERK OF THE
APPLICATION AND IMPLEMENTATION OF THE
HousE EMPLOYEES CLASSIFICATION AcT, PUB-
r1c Law 88-652
After nearly 6 months' experience with the

application of the House Employees Classifi-

cation Act, Public Law 88-652, I am more con-
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vinced now than I was at the time it was
enacted, during the closing hours of the last
Congress, that it is neither a good or work-
able law. Its limited application has made it
crystal clear that you cannot make a partial
application of a neo-civil-service type of clas-
sification apply to one-tenth of the employees
of this House without creating greater in-
equity, less coordination, and advan an
individual and piecemeal basis of considera-
tion.

A commingling of a partial Federal civil
service system superimposed upon the politi-
cal system of the legislative branch is not
workable. Experience shows that it gives few
of the advantages inherent in the civil serv-
ice classification system as applied to the ex-
ecutive branch of the Federal Government
while retaining all of the disadvantages, 1lm-
itations, and hazards of employment peculiar
to the legislative branch. This condition is
illustrated by the following:

1. This law and its implementation does
not pay due regard to differences in levels of
difficulty, responsibility, and -classification
requirements of work, while giving little con-
sideration to the kinds of work performed,
length of service, or satisfactory perform-
ance.

2. Unlike the executive branch, Civil Serv-
ice System, it fails to recognize in its appli-
cation the principle of equal pay for sub-
stantially equal work.

3. It very definitely depreciates and limits
the authority previously Iinvested by the
House in the elective officers covered by its
provisions and subordinates every employee
of the officers coming within the purview of
this act to the status of second-class em-
ployees, because:

(a) The elective officer of the House may
not make selection of employees with any
predetermined assurance as to the rate of pay
that will be provided under this system. This
fallure to invest him with authority to ap-
point with full assurance to the individual so
appointed of a definite salary rate brings
about a lack of confidence in him and un-
dermines the control and superintendence
necessary to ecarry out the duties imposed
upon him by the rules of the House.

(b) No employee under this system can
look up to the full rate of pay which is pro-
vided as a possibility for all other employees
of Government. The schedule adopted pur-
suant to this act places a lower ceiling on
the rate of pay than all other employees and
puts a further subceiling on a great many
of them by placing each in the highest step
of a level, thus preventing them from bene-
fiting by any possible longevity advances.
His only resort is to appeal to the very
authority which created this condlition.

(c) The exercise of this discretion and
the advice to the committee appears to be
presently lodged with an individual who is
imbued with the philosophy of the Federal
civil service system and who possesses little
or no understanding or desire to understand
the process inherent in the legislative branch
system. He appears further, to lack the
humanness to give patient consideration to
appeals from decisions made, thus shutting
the door to any hope of a successful appeal
from a previous determination. This is cer-
tainly repugnant to our philosophy of gov-
ernment and rights of the individual and
certainly not in keeping with what would be
done in the executive branch under the sys-
tem previously served by this individual. It
is a condition which one would think the
House of Representatives, the first line of
defense of freedom of all citizens, would not
tolerate to any degree.

It is quite significant that while this act
is made to apply to the offices of the Clerk,
Sergeant at Arms, the Doorkeeper, and the
Postmaster, employing less than 500 persons,
or one-tenth of the total number of em-
ployees of the House of Representatives, it
does not apply to the Office of the Parliamen-
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tarian, the Coordinator, the legislative coun-
sel, the official reporters of debates of the
House and commlttees, employees of stand-
ing committees and of special and select com-
mittees, nor to all employees under the ju-
risdiction of such officer or official. If the
virtues of this system are as advantageous
to the employees of the officers coming within
the purview of this act, why then are not
its coveted provisions made applicable to the
other nine-tenths of the employees of this
House? Why also did the employees of the
House Press Gallery request on the floor of
the House during the time that this bill was
under consideration to be exempted from
its provisions and were immediately granted
their request?

The answer to this question is evident.
There is no desire on the part of any of the
exempted employees to come within its re-
strictive and depreciating provisions. I am
sure that there is not one single clerk to
a committee, or any other employee of the
House, that is desirous of being embraced by
its provisions.

While there have been many restrictions
applied in the administration of this act,
there have, of course, been a number of
steps taken to grant relief in a number of
areas. Such steps by the committee have
even been more than genercus in & limited
number of respects where the generous ad-
vances in salary given to a limited few have
certainly ralsed many questions as to their
desirability.

This office has found that while an em-
ployee on the rolls at the time this act be-
came effective is protected in his pay status,
the classification of many responsible, highly
technical positions, have been classified in a
manner that it will be almost impossible for
the Clerk to secure competent employees to
fill such positions after the present experi-
enced and capable employees of long service
leave. This process will bring on—in fact it
has already started—a deterioration in the
quality of the service to the House as a re-
sult of the inability to attract persons with
superior talents needed to meet the growing
services of the House.

I fully recognize the right of the House of
Representatives to control by law or rule
any of its housekeeping actlvities, but I am
convinced that the Committee on House Ad-
ministration in reporting this measure to the
House was not fully aware of its portent,
nor were its hazards and limitations pre-
sented to the House at the time it was under
consideration. A full exposé of this act and
its implementation will convince any Mem-
ber that we should repeal this act and re-
turn to the system developed by the House
of Representatives in conducting its house-
keeping affairs. Its implementation has dem-
onstrated that we should return to the
time-tested system which has been found
desirable for nearly 200 years in the House of
Representatives where there is no greater
tenure than 2 years. Each House elects its
Speaker and other officers and may com-
pletely change the complexion of the em-
ployment at any time it wishes. The House
of Representatives is elected by the people
every 2 years; it is responsive to the people,
and must be able to function within itself
in a manner that requires proper adminis-
tration of its services.

ADDENDA

For more complete information and with
the thought that it would be helpful for the
Members to understand some of the con-
flicts brought about by the application of
this law, the following table of changes is
submitted. It will be observed that the
position title is given, the level and step of
the classification made, the present salary
rate, and for comparison there follows the
level and step and rate of pay that any new

being appointed to that particular
position in the future would receive. Mem-
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bers will apprecliate that in many instances a
great disparity exists between the pay of the
present incumbent and the pay that the new
appointee would receive. In most In-
stances it would take the new employee 28
years to ascend to the present pay rate of
the position.

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, so far as the minority
is concerned, this will conclude debate
on this important measure. There is
very little I need to add to what has been
saild and what is included in the report.
Perhaps some emphasis should be placed
on the fact this bill is overdue. We had
a Presidential recommendation early in
the calendar year for a pay raise.

The committee has labored long, it has
had extensive hearings and executive
sessions, and has now come forth with
this bill. It is my understanding that
some people in other branches of the
Government are not entirely happy with
the results that the committee has in-
cluded in this bill. But as for myself, I
have not seen any of the factors that
gave rise to the desire for change in the
bill as reported out last August. If the
decisions we made in August were right
then I do not know why they are not
right today. The bulk of this bill other
than as regards section 205 is going to
have my wholehearted support.

At the time we were concluding execu-
tive sessions on the bill, the very sincere
and hard-working gentleman from Ari-
zona and myself, after defeat of one por-
tion of the bill, talked over a vital sec-
tion herein contained. I have reference
to the section which deals with the pay
of Cabinet officers, judges, members of
the executive branch, and the Congress.
The gentleman may have gotten the im-
pression when I mentioned January
1967, I meant two raises included in this
bill for October 1, 1965, and October 1,
1966, this to be added to the congres-
sional salaries of 1967.

It was an honest misunderstanding. I
meant that raises which occur subse-
quent to January 1967 should automati-
cally apply to these various groups in-
cluding the Congressmen.

I am going to introduce an amendment
to that effect. It would mean just this
exactly—that nobody sitting here would
be voting themselves 1 penny of pay
raise either presently or in January of
1967 and that the only pay raise that
might accerue that a person here might
vote for would have to come after Jan-
uary 1967, and would become effective
then in 1969.

There is all the difference in the world
between voting a pay raise and voting
for an automatic increase at some later
date. Why should this happen? I am
entirely in sympathy with the Udall for-
mula—a year ago when it became a part
of the pay raise bill and then was elimi-
nated by the Senate. It was a mistake
in my judegment because there comes a
time in these salary schedules when sal-
aries press up against the congressional
level. We are not, and properly not, go-
ing to have executives and a number of
judges and so on and so forth making
salaries higher than elected Members of
the Congress.
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Then again when we do have that as
a ceiling, it presses the whole salary
schedule all the way down. Then you
get into those things that we got into a
year ago when, in order to let the steam
off and let the salary schedules go up,
we were confronted with the business
here of having to increase congressional
salaries by $7,500 all in one fell swoop.
That is simply poor managing.

So, therefore, in entire support of the
Udall section that is in this bill, I am
simply going to propose that we put it
off so that it does not become effective
early enough to have any pay raise in
this bill which might remain here for
either this year or next year, accrue to
any Member of the Congress elected for
the term beginning January 1967.

Other than that, with a few minor
changes, I find this bill very satisfactory.
I hope we can pass it today. I hope we
can move along and get the bill over
to the Senate. I am reminded this is
payday around here for our employees
and it is a good day to pass a pay bill.
I think also if we get on with our busi-
ness we will be closer to the time when
we can go home and attend to some other
business.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Pennsylvania has consumed 7
minutes.

Mr., MORRISON, Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Indiana [Mr. MaADDEN].

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, I want
to commend the gentleman from South
Carolina [Mr. McMmLran] for stating, a
few moments ago, that he intends in
the next session to ask for repeal of this
so-called Reclassification Act which was
passed in the closing days of the last ses-
sion. I also commend the gentleman
from Maryland, Congressman Sam FRIE-
pEL, for agreeing to call his subcommit-
tee next session and hold hearings on the
unfair and shortsighted reclassifica-
tion salary legislation.

That bill penalizes four legislative of-
fices, the most important offices in our
congressional legislative system. If the
bill is not repealed is the early days of
the next session, it will continue to crip-
ple the departments of the Clerk, the
Sergeant at Arms, the Postmaster, and
the Doorkeeper.

I should like to cite an example. I
believe that some super professional ex-
pert from the Civil Service Commission
came up here and used some of his book
learning in order to try to reorganize
the legislative processes.

For example, referring to the top em-
ployees of those four legislative offices,
the Reclassification Act is so written that
if a present top employee dies, resigns,
or retires, getting $18,035 a year, his
successor will have to drop down to
$11,000. If another employee is the next
lower bracket retires who is receiving
$13,290 a year, his successor would drop
down to $10,000. Under the terms of
this Reclassification Act, it will take 20
yvears for him to work up to a salary
income of his predecessor. I hope the
House of Representatives corrects this
and other inequities that this act inflicts
on the four legislative offices above
mentioned.
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I wish to commend the Post Office and
Civil Service Committee for bringing this
present legislation to the floor of the
House. As a former member of the
Committee on Post Office and Civil Serv-
ice, I wish to state that you have done a
good job on this present legislation, and
what I have said is not a eriticism of your
committee regarding this deplorable Re-
classification Act that was passed in the
closing days of the last session.

Mr. MORRISON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield one-half minute to the gentleman
from Louisiana [Mr. WAGGONNER].

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman,
would the gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
MappEN] give me his attention for a
moment?

Did I correctly understand the gen-
tleman from Indiana to say that he ap-
preciated the gentleman from Maryland
[Mr. FriEDEL], committing himself to a
repeal of this Reclassification Act? He
stated he was going to call hearings.

Mr. MADDEN. That is correct—hold
hearings.

Mr. WAGGONNER. I simply wished to
clarify that point. I knew it was not the
intent of the gentleman from Maryland
to commit himself to repeal the Reclas-
sification Aect.

Mr. MORRISON. Mr. Chairman, I
yvield myself one-half minute,

I wish to take this time to express, I
am sure, on behalf of so many Members
of the House, our deep appreciation for
the tremendous job that the gentleman
from Arizona [Mr. Uparn] has done.
He has approached this legislation, as
author of the bill and as chairman of the
subcommittee, with a great deal of pa-
tience and a tremendous amount of per-
sonal effort, attention, and dedication.
He has certainly done a magnificent job.

Likewise, I certainly wish to compli-
ment the subcommittee and the full
committee on their outstanding job in
Eeporting and bringing this bill to the

oor.

Mr. Chairman, if there are no further
requests for time, I shall yield back the
balance of my time.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. GeEraLp R. Forpl.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair-
man, I should like to ask the gentleman
from Maryland [Mr. FrIeDEL] a question
concerning the matter which was just
discussed. Last year, as I recall, legisla-
tion was approved in the House and in
the Senate to set up a new arrangement
for employees of the House. It was al-
leged to be a great step forward. His
persuasiveness convinced me that it had
lots of merit and was flexible enough to
take care of unusual circumstances.
Could the gentleman from Maryland
now explain to me what impact this bill
has upon that legislation which we en-
acted a year ago?

Mr. FRIEDEL. This bill will have no
impact on that legislation. An amend-
ment would have to be offered, and it
would not be germane. I assured the
gentleman from South Carolina [Mr.
McMnLax] that I would schedule hear-
ings in the early part of January. I
should like to mention that, since the
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new reclassification bill went through, in
9 months we saved $64,575.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Is the gen-
tleman from Maryland still convinced
that that legislation is desirable and is
working well at the present time?

Mr. FRIEDEL. So far, I think so. I
have not heard any complaints about it.
But we will get into it in the early part
of next year.

Mr., DONOHUE. Mr. Chairman, I
earnestly hope this House, restricting its
provisions, as originally intended, to
career employees, will very soon approve
this bill before us, H.R. 10281, the Fed-
eral Salary Adjustment Act of 1965.

The fundamental objective of this
measure is to make such reasonable ad-
justments in current Federal salary rates
as will bring them more into line with
the salaries paid in private enterprise
for the same levels and types of work.

I urge House approval of this objective
not only because it is in full accord with
accepted economic principles and mod-
ern business practices, but also because
such approval will be a fulfillment of our
congressional pledge and a rightful im-
plementation of the recommendations
made by two great Presidents of the
United States.

Mr. Chairman, the enactment of the
Federal civilian salary adjustments pro-
vided for in this bill is essential to give
full faith and credit to the principles and
policy of comparability of Federal and
private enterprise salaries established by
the two previous Congresses.

The record will show that when this
comparability principle was first estab-
lished by the 87th Congress, its enact-
ment inspired a most wholesome climate
of labor-management cooperation never
before attained in the Government. The
principle was applauded by manage-
ment, endorsed by the public, and uni-
versally recognized as an entirely solid
and valid concept which would equitably
meet and satisfy the needs of both man-
agement and workers. However and
unfortunately, the record and the statis-
tics demonstrate, despite the 3-year
period in which the comparability policy
has been recognized, not a single Federal
salary has yet been brought to a close
approximation of full and current com-
parability with the same position in pri-
vate enterprise.

Mr. Chairman, I submit that the Fed-
eral and postal employees of our Govern-
ment, at all levels, have a history of su-
perior duty performance and loyalty to
this country and I believe that it is not
only economically right but, in a larger
sense, it is in the best national interest
to reasonably preserve and encourage
their high morale and dedication. It is
my additional belief that passage of this
legislation will, indeed, serve as a most
prudent inducement for recruitment,
now and in the future, of the most de-
sirable individuals for career postal and
Federal service.

Mr. Chairman, because approval of
this bill will accomplish the objectives
I have outlined, which are undoubtedly
in the greater public interest, and be-
cause it will be, at the same time, an ex-
tension of fair and just treatment to our
faithful Federal employees in compari-
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son with those of similar responsibilities
in.private industry, I urge the adoption
of H.R. 10281.

Mr. ROSTENEOWSKI. Mr. Chair-
man, the legislation before us, H.R. 10281,
to adjust the rates of basic compensation
of certain officers and employees in the
Federal Government, deserves the full
support of this Congress. It is no mys-
tery that a gap exists between Federal
and private enterprise salaries for the
same levels of work. This fact was clear-
ly established through extensive con-
gressional committee hearings when the
comparability principle for Federal sal-
aries was first developed and officially
recommended by President Kennedy 4
years ago. Congress did not turn its
back toward the Federal civilian em-
ployees but realistically pledged itself
to adjust the inequities that existed with
the enactment of Public Law 87-793 and
further implemented by Public Law 88—
426. A pledge that can be further ful-
filled with the approval of this legislation.

Federal career employees are a dedi-
cated group of people who take pride in
their work in the administration of the
varied functions of the Federal Govern-
ment. But dedication cannot pay the
rent, supply bodily nourishment, nor
purchase needed clothing for these work-
ers and their families. To meet these
obligations one must be compensated to
cope with economic changes that are es-
tablished by private enterprise which
controls the price structure of the goods
consumed. As President Johnson de-
clared in his message to Congress:

We do not have two standards of what
makes a good employer in the United States:
One standard for private enterprise and an-
other for the Government. A double stand-
ard which puts the Government employee at
a comparative disadvantage is shortsighted.
In the long run, it costs more.

Under the major provisions of H.R.
10281 the principle of comparability is re-
affirmed. Its chief goal provides for two
separate salary adjustments, one to take
effect October 1, 1965, and the second to
become effective a year later. These ad-
justments will benefit employees subject
to the Classification Act of 1949; em-
ployees in the postal field service; cer-
tain Veterans’ Administration Depart-
ment of Medicine and Surgery personel,
Foreign Service officers and staff officers
and employees, Agricultural Stabiliza-
tion and Conservation county committee
employees, legislative employees, and em-
ployees in the judicial branch.

The legislation improves Federal em-
ployes’ overtime and holiday pay pro-
visions in order to bring them closer to
provisions of the kind widely accepted in
modern, progressive private enterprise.
This section particularly aids employees
in the postal field service who have la-
bored for years under an inequitable sys-
tem in the field of overtime work and
overtime pay; work on Saturday and
Sunday and holidays. This adjustment
is long overdue.

The bill takes into consideration the
deficiency of reasonable severance pay
allowances to Federal employees who are
separated from the service through no
fault of their own and who have not yet
become eligible for immediate civil serv-

September 30, 1965

ice retirement benefits. Section 112 of
the bill adjusts this inequity by providing
fair payment to the affected employee
with special consideration given to the
age of the individual who is asked to
leave the service.

One other important section of the
bill increases maximum authorized uni-
form allowance from $100 to $150 to
Federal employees required to wear uni-
forms. This is the first such increase in
uniform allowance in 11 years and it
is greatly needed, especially to the postal
employees in the lower salary levels who
face increased costs in procuring their
uniforms.

The legislation also adjusts other un-
fair conditions in the postal field service.
Postal seniority salary adjustments rec-
ognizes the length of honorable service
by an employee promoted from one level
to another. Section 108 remedies a hard-
ship faced by many postal employees in
meeting the costs of relocation when they
are assigned to new positions far re-
moved from their present duty posts.
With the many operational changes now
taking place in the Post Office Depart-
ment, such moves are not uncommon
and the employee faces heavy added per-
sonal expenses in making a move.

Careful analysis of the Ilegislation
clearly indicates the justification of its
enactment. Not only will it achieve ade-
quate, up-to-date, and fair pay systems
for Government personnel, but it will
enable the Government to attract and
retain in Federal service the best talent
in America. With top-grade talent we
can expect efficient operation.

I strongly recommend that this bill be
passed as reported and urge approval by
the Members of this House.

Mr. BOB WILSON. Mr. Chairman, I
support H.R. 10281, the Government Em-
ployees Salary Comparability Act, which
proposes to honor pledges by the Con-
gress to effect comparability of pay be-
tween private enterprise and the Federal
Government for the same levels of work.
I trust this measure will expeditiously be
approved by the Congress and signed
by the President.

Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of H.R. 10281, the Government
Employees Salary Comparability Act.

Mr. Chairman, I was a member of the
Committee on Post Office and Civil Serv-
ice during the 87th Congress when Pub-
lic Law 87-793 was enacted. That law
was designed to provide Federal salaries
comparable to salaries in private enter-
prise, but we have not provided salaries
in keeping with the intent of that law.
The bill before us today is a step in that
direction, but it falls short of the goal.
Admittedly, H.R. 10281 is a compromise
bill, and I believe that there should be
no further compromise.

This bill provides long overdue im-
provements in our Federal employees’
overtime and holiday pay provisions.
Our postal workers have long suffered
inequities in this area. Substitutes work
many hours of overtime on a highly ir-
regular schedule and receive no over-
time—postal employees work Saturdays,
Sundays, and holidays without any pre-
mium rates for same. H.R. 10281 cor-



September 30, 1965

rects this situation and brings it into
comparability with non-Federal salaries.

Mr. Chairman, a very important pro-
vision in H.R. 10281 is the provision
for reasonable serverance pay for Fed-
eral employees who lose their employ-
ment through no fault of their own
and who are not eligible for immediate
civil service retirement. This need has
been very pointedly brought to the at-
tention of a great many of us with the
many cutbacks in Federal employment
in some areas. The Defense Depart-
ment’s cutbacks have hit my district and
the entire New York City metropolitan
area with a very heavy impact. We have
entirely too many instances of family
men who have given many years of faith-
ful service to our Government losing
their jobs, too young for retirement and
with children, who have no immediate
entitlement to benefits to cushion the
impact until they can find employment.
We all know the difficulties that a man
in his late thirties and forties encounters
when he must start anew in employment.

The uniform allowance of up to $100
yearly for those required to wear uni-
forms, usually employees in the lower
salary levels, was enacted 11 years ago
and there has been no change since. I
am sure that we all realize that this
figure is no longer realistic, and the
modest increase to $150 per year is more
than justified.

Mr. Chairman, I believe that the bill
before us is a modest one. Our loyal,
hard-working postal and Federal em-
ployees deserve this recognition.

I urge my colleagues to support HR.
10281 without any further -crippling
amendments.

Mr. WYATT. Mr. Chairman, since
the pay raise for Federal employees was
first proposed, I have been strongly in
favor of it. I have been against the
compromises reducing the amount of the
pay raise. I am strongly opposed to any
efforts made in the House to now reduce
the proposed pay raise. It is meritorious
and must be granted if our Federal em-
ployees are to be kept abreast of the
purchasing power of the dollar, which we
all know has deteriorated since the last
pay adjustment.

My only reservation has been that I
feel strongly that there should be no
gou?gressiona.l pay raise attached to this

Mr. Chairman, it is a pleasure on my
part to continue to support with all my
strength this raise.

Mr. SCHISLER. Mr. Chairman, I am
in favor of salary adjustments for our
Government personnel, and have ex-
pressed my support for a salary increase
for our Federal employees a number of
times. But in light of the fact that a
pay increase for Members of Congress
was granted last year, I do not favor
another raise starting in January of 1967.

I am for the amendment to H.R, 10281,
the amendment will delete the section
dealing with the pay raise for Members of
Congress.

The amendment would in no way keep
our Federal employees from receiving
their well-deserved pay raise. It will
affect only Members of Congress, who I
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feel at this point are not justified in ask-
ing for a raise in salary.

Mr. HALPERN. Mr. Chairman, I wish
to take this opportunity to express my
strong support for the pending proposal
to raise the salaries of Federal employees.
Perhaps never before has the need for
well-trained, intelligent, and alert civil
servants been as fully explored and as
widely admitted as today. Those men
and women whose responsibility it is to
administer the domestic and interna-
tional policies of our Nation have as-
sumed unparalleled significance. Yet
these individuals, who have taken on
greater responsibility and an increased
workload, have had to be satisfied with
a salary which continues to fall farther
and farther behind that paid by private
industry for comparable work.

In the past, legislation to raise Federal
salaries has not been notably consistent
or well thought out. Instead, it has been
developed in a more or less haphazard
fashion. Typically it has brought too
little, too late.

In 1962 we wrote into the Salary Re-
form Act an important and constructive
principle which was to serve as a guide
for determining the appropriate level of
Federal salaries. This principle of com-
parability provides an ec uitable and sys-
tematic yardstick by which to determine
amount and timing for Federal pay
raises.

On the basis of this principle, Presi-
dent Kennedy recommended that the
Bureau of Labor Statistics and the Civil
Service Commission draw up a scale com-
paring the increased Federal salaries with
those of private industry for similar
levels of work.

The President’s Special Panel on Fed-
eral Salaries reported on April 15, 1965,
that in private enterprise salaries had
increased by 3 percent in the year end-
ing March 1964. A similar rise was pre-
dicted for the entire fiscal year 1965.
On the basis of this report, the President
submitted to Congress in his message of
May 12, 1965, a request for pay increases.

In reporting out H.R. 10281, the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service
noted that the comparability prineciple
had been recommended by President
Kennedy and enacted into law 3 years
ago. Since then, unfortunately, not a
single Federal salary had been brought
to even a close approximation of full and
current comparability with its opposite
number in private enterprise.

To allow another year to elapse with-
out acting on this principle would be un-
fair to the individual Government em-
ployees and detrimental to the Govern-
ment as a whole.

Government employees are having to
shoulder an increasing workload each
year. For example, the Postmaster Gen-
eral pointed out that six times as many
postal employees are now handling 13
times as much mail as in 1890. The
number of postal employees has increased
by 59 percent since 1940, but the volume
of mail has gone up by 128 percent. The
postal employees themselves are pri-
marily responsible for this great im-
provement in productivity and efficiency.
As a reward, the postal employee is forced
to make ends meet on a salary substan-
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tially below that which his services could
command if he were employed by private
industry. Clearly, these fine men de-
serve increased pay, extra compensation
for work performed in excess of 8 hours a
day, and work on Sundays.

In addition to the financial problem,
this is a morale-shattering situation.
The average Government employee can
do little about his situation. He must
depend upon Congress to look affer his
interests and to assure him just treat-
ment. Congress has too often failed to
do this in the past. This is an obliga-
tion which Congress must face now and
deal with honestly, fairly, and promptly.
It is essential that Congress honor its
pledge before this session adjourns.

And we must be concerned not only
with the rights and needs of the indi-
vidual employee, but with the good of
the Government and the Nation as a
whole. To place the Government as an
employer at a continuous disadvantage
comparatively to private enterprise is to
pursue a penny-wise-pound-foolish pol-
icy. Not only has the workload ex-
panded as a result of the postwar
population boom and the cold-war de-
fense demands, but problems of greater
complexity and scope have exerted
strong pressures for specialized and im-
proved governmental services.

Trained and capable experts are es-
sential if the Government is to main-
tain the high level of efficiency and
competence necessary to stay abreast of
the times. These experts are in great
demand in both Government and private
industry. All too often the Government
takes second choice or loses out com-
pletely because it cannot compete on the
labor market by offering lower wages
and fewer fringe benefits. Key positions
have remained vacant for long periods.

This not only is inefficient in that it
wastes the taxpayers’ money, but it will
also seriously hamper our ability do-
mestically and internationally to achieve
wise and efficient policy. The pace of the
sixties is such that the loss of talent and
efficiency will substantially reduce our
ability to complete successfully the
domestic reforms needed, will seriously
jeopardize our efforts to maintain
leadership in international relations.

Obviously, this situation cannot be al-
lowed to continue. Legislation must be
enacted as soon as possible that will en-
able the Federal Government to compete
reasonably with business for a fair share
of the Nation's talent. The enactment
of H.R. 10281 would help redress this
situation by raising Federal salaries and
closing the gap separating Federal sala-
ries from those paid by private industry.

H.R. 10281 also attempts to bring Gov-
ernment into closer approximation with
private industry in terms of other bene-
fits. To take one example, this bill in-
cludes a provision setting up a system of
severance pay for Federal employees who
lose their jobs through no fault of their
own. The unfortunate closing of ship-
yards produced many such cases. Sev-
erance pay to these employees would
equal the sum of 1 week’s pay for each
year of service beyond 10 years, plus 10
percent of the basic severance allowance
for each year the employee was over
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age 40. This provision supports the cri-
teria of loyalty, service, and need by re-
warding experience while giving added
aid to older workers who are most likely
to have difficulty finding reemployment.
Further payments would terminate im-
mediately in the event that an indi-
vidual is reemployed by the Government
during a period covered by severance
pay.

The competence of our civil service
surpasses that of any other nation. The
Federal Government cannot long main-
tain this standard if it is forced to com-
pete at an increasing disadvantage.
Furthermore, it is only fair and proper
that all Federal employees—from mes-
sengers to administrators—should be re-
warded not only with words, but with
adequate and comparable salaries as
well. Thus, to fulfill our pledge to the
Federal employees, to insure the greatest
efficiency and competency in our Govern-
ment, and, in the long run, to save the
taxpayers’ money, I urge the prompt
enactment of H.R. 10281.

Mr. WALKER of Mississippi. Mr.
Chairman, I join my colleagues in sup-
port of legislation to increase the wages
of the many underpaid postal and other
Federal employees. Iam well aware that
generally, the wages of these people fall
short of comparable positions in private
business. And I also join my colleagues
who say the congressional salary is not
enough and I could certainly use an addi-
tional 415 percent. But I must oppose
any measure to increase congressional
and judicial salaries at this time.

This past weekend I had the oppor-
tunity of serving as minority House
Member at the hearings in New Orleans
and Baton Rouge on the devastation of
Hurricane Betsy. You cannot imagine
until you see and hear firsthand the
number of people left homeless by this
hurricane.

The point I wish to make is this: The
majority of these people presently have
no legal means of getting Federal as-
sistance to meet their personal needs.
These are low-income people who in
many cases cannot meet the require-
ments for small business or other Fed-
eral loans.

I cannot sit here and vote myself a pay
increase even though it would be a great
deal of help in meeting the expenses of
being a Congressman, while I know that
there are those in Louisiana and Mis-
sissippi who are in critical need of finan-
cial help and cannot get it.

I urge my colleagues, before you vote
yourselves this increase, consider those
people, not just in Mississippi and Loui-
siana, but all over the country who need
this money. Let us not vote to increase
our own salaries, when there are so many
with a much greater need than ours.

With this problem resolved, we can
then go on to pass the provisions giving
the Federal employees, who really do
need a pay increase, their ample com-
pensation.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in favor of H.R. 10281, the Government
Employees Salary Comparability Act.
This legislation will adjust the rates of
basic compensation of Federal employees
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and establish the Federal Salary Review
Commission.

By supporting this bill we honor the
pledges made by the Congress, and two
Presidents, our late beloved President
John Fitzgerald Kennedy and President
Lyndon Johnson, that Federal salary
rates shall be comparable with those paid
by private enterprise for the same levels
of work. I have long supported the prin-
ciple of comparability in determining
pay for employees of the Government.
In my opinion, the only fair and ac-
curate system to be used in determining
what Federal employees should be paid
is to pay them on the same basis as those
employed in outside industry.

I am pleased that this legislation also
achieves a major breakthrough in the
improvement of Federal employees’ over-
time and holiday pay provisions in order
to bring them closer to provisions of the
kind widely accepted in modern, pro-
gressive private enterprise. Substitute
employees, who perform a great deal of
postal work, receive only straight hourly
rate pay despite the length or the irreg-
ularity of their daily and weekly duty as-
signments, or whether they work on
Saturday and Sunday. This unjust
situation is corrected in this bill, which
establishes fair, moderate, and workable
premium pay requirements for overtime
and holiday work.

Mr. Chairman, another serious de-
ficieney in Federal employee benefits is
corrected by provisions of the bill grant-
ing fair and reasonable severance pay
allowances to Federal employees who are
separated from the service through no
fault of their own and have not yet be-
come eligible for immediate civil service
benefits. This bill also raises the maxi-
mum authorized uniform allowance by
$50, from $100 established 11 years ago,
to $150 per year, thus reflecting the cost
of living and increasing cost of uniforms
during that period.

I am also particularly interested in
one provision of the bill establishing a
needed remedy for a serious gap in postal
personnel statutes, which already is im-
posing hardship on my postal employees.
It is the provision for relocation expenses
payment, a practice made in private in-
dustry. As a result of the transition of
the postal transportation and distri-
bution operations to the new “sectional
center” system, and the further aggrava-
tions caused by moving into the ZIP code
and distribution plan, many postal em-
ployes have suffered, or in the near future
will encounter severe disruptions of their
lives accompanied by heavy added per-
sonal expenses when they are assigned to
new positions away from their present
duty posts. This bill provides for a per
diem allowance for each member of the
family of a postal employee while travel-
ing to a new duty station, and subsistence
expenses for himself and his family for
up to 30 days while they occupy tem-
porary quarters at the place of his new
official station. In addition, the employee
will be granted 7 days of leave with pay
not charged to his annual leave.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues to
vote for this bill.

Mr. GILBERT. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of H.R. 10281, the Federal
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Salary Adjustment Act of 1965. This
bill will give a 4l5-percent salary in-
crease to Federal employees, effective
October 1, 1965, and a further increase,
based on the comparability provisions of
the bill, a year later.

Mr. Chairman, since coming to Con-
gress I have supported and worked for
equitable pay increases and other legis-
lation in the interest and welfare of our
postal and classified Federal workers.
If we are to have a high level of efficiency
in our Government service, and if we are
to retain loyal and dedicated workers
and maintain their morale, we must pro-
vide adequate pay and fair and equitable
work standards.

There are many Federal employees in
my congressional district, and especially
post office workers, and I know person-
ally that a large percentage of them are
forced to hold extra jobs in order to
maintain a decent standard of living for
their families.

The pay increase offered in this bill
is greatly needed. The Federal pay bill
of 1962 included a pledge by Congress to
grant a true comparability with private
industry. Postal and classified salaries
are lagging 6 percent behind comparable
rates for private industry. I had intro-
duced a T-percent pay increase bill and
testified before the House Post Office and
Civil Service Committee for my bill and
similar bills for a larger increase. I am
disappointed the increase provided in
this bill before us is not greater and more
in keeping with the present day cost of
living.

H.R. 10281 makes needed improve-
ments in the overtime and holiday pay
provisions of Federal employees and
brings them closer to provisions accepted
in private industry. In addition to over-
time pay adjustments, a new and just
concept of severance pay is provided,
with reasonable compensation to assist
Federal employees over difficult transi-
tion periods when they are separated
from Government service through no
fault of their own. The bill establishes
a standard 5-day, Monday to Friday
workweek for postal employees and it
also corrects present transitional in-
equities between senior and junior em-
ployees. Postal employees will receive
additional relocation compensation
when transferred from one station to
another.

I am pleased that the bill sets up a
Federal Salary Review Commission,
which I had proposed in my own bill.

I have taken the time to mention only
some of the major provisions of H.R.
10281. I urge my colleagues in the
House to vote with me for passage of
this legislation, which will go a long way
toward improving the working and liv-
ing conditions of our thousands of Fed-
eral workers.

Mr. HORTON. Mr, Chairman, rec-
ognizing that compensation compara-
bility for Federal employees is essential
if we are to maintain a high-quality
career civil service, I am pleased to an-
nounce my support of HR. 10281.

The provisions of this bill, with the
single exception of more money for
Members of Congress—and I shall vote
to reject that section, are sound and in
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keeping with our congressional commit-
ment to adequate pay for the men and
women who are the fiber of our National
Government,.

Too often the popular view of pay leg-
islation benefiting Federal employees is
that it is just another pay raise for the
civil servants. But, quite frequently
what we do in this regard makes the dif-
ference between the country’s keeping in
its employ those with the training, abil-
ity, and motivation to properly admin-
ister important Government responsi-
bilities or causing them to become
disenchanted with Federal service be-
cause of inadequate remuneration and
deciding to find work in the private
sector. When this happens, it not only
is a personal loss but it also represents a
considerable cost to the taxpayer be-
cause of the expense in finding a new
employee and then equipping him to
discharge the duties of the post.

Therefore, I always include in my ex-
amination of the arithmetic involved in
pay legislation the very pertinent factor
of what it will cost us, as a nation,
should we fail to structure the salaries
of Federal employees on a basis compa-
rable to that of private enterprise.

Anyone who is personally acquainted
with the people who serve this country
as employees of the Federal agencies,
departments, bureaus, and so on knows
the good fortune which is America’'s by
virtue of the tremendous dedication, in-
tegrity, and willingness to sacrifice which
these people possess. The postal clerks
and carriers, the men and women in the
Immigration and Naturalization Service,
social security offices, Small Business
Administration, and throughout the ex-
ecutive branch of Government are
patriots in their own right. They love
their country, find pleasure in working
for its betterment, encourage others in
their families to join the civil service,
and in hundreds of other ways do their
utmost to assure the operation of an
economical and efficient Government.

For their loyalty, I believe we must as-
sure that Federal pay scales are kept at
& level comparable with what they easily
could earn in non-Federal employment.
That opportunity is now at hand in HR.
10281, and I conclude my remarks by
repeating my intention to vote for its
passage.

Mr. FASCELL. Mr, Chairman, the 1st
session of the 89th Congress must not
adjourn without acting on the most im-
portant item of Federal personnel legis-
lation that has been introduced this year.

I am, of course, referring to H.R. 10281,
the Federal pay raise bill. Actually, this
legislation is much more than just a pay
bill. It would enact into law several new
policies regarding Federal compensation
that would move us a long step closer to
the goal we all want—making the Fed-
eral Government a model employer.

Among the most important of these
innovations are the idea of severance pay
for employees who lose their jobs through
no fault of their own before they are
eligible for retirement benefits and the
creation of a Federal Salary Review
Commission.

The tasks of this Commission would
be, first, to review congressional, judicial,
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and Federal executive salaries with the
idea of sustaining them at an equitable
level and in an appropriate relationship
to pay rates under the Classification Act.
Second, a major function of the Com-
mission would be to review the strue-
tures, principles, and interrelationships
of the statutory salary systems under
which Federal employees are paid.

It would be on the basis of the Com-
mission's findings and reports that the
President would make his salary recom-
mendations to Congress.

The primary purpose of this legisla-
tion, in the words of the House Post Office
and Civil Service Committee report ac-
companying the bill, is “fto honor—
through moderate but timely and mean-
ingful salary adjustments—the pledges
made by the committee, by the Congress,
and by two Presidents of the United
States that Federal salary rates shall be
comparable with those paid by private
enterprise for the same levels of work.”

The comparability principle, one of the
most enlightened statements of congres-
sional pay policy ever written into Fed-
eral law, was incorporated in the 1962
pay law. It is, however, just a state-
ment of policy. Pay adjustments to
assure comparability are not made auto-
matically. The economic data are pro-
vided by the Bureau of Labor Statistics,
but Congress must still enact legislation
to put the raises into effect.

Complete comparability between Fed-
eral compensation and salaries in the
private economy has proved an elusive
goal. We moved toward it with a two-
phase increase in the 1962 pay law, the
second increment becoming effective in
January 1964, and with the pay law en-
acted in August 1964.

Nevertheless, statistics on the econ-
omy and other indicators leave no doubt
that our classified and postal employees
are still not receiving salaries commen-
surate with those being paid by business
and industry for work of approximately
the same level of difficulty and responsi-
bility.

As President Johnson said in his pay
message of May 12, 1965:

We do not have two standards of what
makes a good employer in the United States:
One standard for private enterprise and an-
other for the Government. A double stand-
ard which puts the Government employee at
a comparative disadvantage is shortsighted
In the long run, it costs more.

If we are to continue to work toward
the removal of this double standard, if
we are to assure classified and postal
employees of the income they need and
deserve for the services they render, we
must enact H.R, 10281 into law.

This bill, like the 1962 pay law, calls
for two salary adjustments. The first
would become effective this October; the
second, about a year from now. Its
passage would bring virtually complete
comparability to the lower Federal and
postal salaries, whereas pay for middle
and upper levels would relate to private
enterprise rates of a year or 18 months
ago.

This may not be perfection, but cer-
tainly it is progress.

In addition to pay raises, severance
pay, and the Federal Salary Review Com=-
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mission, the bill would make other sub-
stantial improvements in personnel man-
agement. For classified employees it
would, just to mention two points, per-
mit appeal from unfavorable “accept-
able level of competence” rulings and
establish a more liberal overtime pay
schedule.

For postal workers certain inequities
that have arisen in regard to seniority
would be straightened out, overtime and
holiday pay provisions would be mod-
ernized, and relocation and uniform al-
lowances would be liberalized.

The responsibility for the welfare and
just treatment of every employee of the
Federal Government rests squarely on
Congress. H.R. 10281 is a good bill, and
by passing it, Congress will have dis-
charged this responsibility.

Mr. PHILBIN. Mr. Chairman, I am
in strong support of the pending pay
bill covering postal and classified em-
ployees of the Government and other
Federal employees.

The principle of comparability pro-
posed by this legislation is, I think, of
great importance in insuring equity and
justice to all those who are employed by
the Federal Government.

Over a period of years, as the com-
mittee has so well pointed out, I think
there has been a considerable lag in
bringing Government pay scales and
standards up to those obtaining in pri-
vate industry.

In an important sense this situation
is probably the reverse of what it should
be, in that the Government should be
expected to furnish a good example for
industry and other segments of the na-
tional economy in fixing pay, wages, and
salaries.

In the adjustment of pay scales in any
event, I think that, on the basis of the
comparability principle or otherwise, the
Congress must make sure that, while
fairness, equity, and justice prevail the
interests of the Government and the tax-
payers should also be kept in mind.

The Government has the right to ex-
pect from its employees, loyal, faithful,
adequate service for compensation re-
ceived, and the Government can ill
afford to follow practices in paying em-
ployees for work that they do not per-
form adequately or well.

The commititee has striven hard and
commendably, I believe, to try to bring
the pay of Cabinet officers, Government
executives, judges, and Members of Con-
gress within the comparshility principle.
~ The application of this principle is
particularly desirable today, when the
executive department is having so much
trouble getting qualified executives to
perform at high levels the necessary
work of Government agencies. There is
no doubt but that at these levels the pay
scales of private corporations and busi-
ness in this country have run well ahead
of Government pay scales for similar
services and, of course, there is need for
some readjustment.

The value and urgency of adequate
pay for the Federal judiciary is also
incontrovertible.

The plan adopted by the able and dis-
tinguished gentleman from Arizona [Mr.
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Upart] and his committee, for compara-
bility pay in these categories has merit.

While I am opposed to raising con-
gressional salaries at this time, or at any
other future time, unless the Congress
itself shall have an opportunity to vote
expressly upon appropriation items that
involve such proposed increases, I be-
lieve that the principle of comparability
utilized and revised so well by the com-
mittee, should, in time, be made appli-
cable to all Government employees, in-
cluding Cabinet officers, high officials of
the executive department, judges, and
Members of Congress.

As I stated above, insofar as Members
of Congress are concerned, we can and
should be able as well to deal with any
proposed increases affecting our own
membership on the merits, as we have
done before, and we must do this with
reference to specific appropriation bills
that will give us an opportunity to pass
upon these matters individually and
preferably by a record vote.

I want to make my position clear on
this matter because I feel strongly that

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

the plan of the committee to apply the
comparability principle to Government
employment has been carefully thought
out by the committee and has real merit.

Members of Congress may invoke their
own discretion to vote on individual ap-
propriation bills, as they should, when-
ever salary raises for Members of Con-
gress are proposed. It should be pointed
out that Members of Congress will have
that opportunity under this bill. I op-
pose congressional salary increases now.

The hill, as proposed, will be costly, as
will these measures, but the Govern-
ment must expect to pay its faithful,
loyal, capable employees well, and it must
expect to pay them on a comparable
basis with the compensation and salary
scales existing in private industry. That
is the least the Congress can do.

I believe this bill seeks to recognize the
very many devoted public servants who
are honestly discharging their respon-
sibilities to the Government and making
fine contributions of efficient service they
are rendering our citizens and our
Government.

September 30, 1965

Let me commend the committee for its
excellent work on this bill.

Mr. MORRISON. Mr. Chairman, there
are no further requests for time on this
side. I yield back the balance of my
time.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will
read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That this
Act may be cited as the “Government Em-
ployees Salary Comparability Act of 1965".

TITLE I
Short title

Sectron 101. This title may be cited as the

“Federal Salary Adjustment Act of 1965”,

Employees subject to Classification Act of
1949

Sec. 102, (a) Section 603(b) of the Classifi-
cation Act of 1949, as amended (78 Stat. 400;
15 U.S8.C. 1113(b) ), is amended to read as fol-

OWS:

“(b) Except as provided in section 111(b)
of the Federal Salary Adjustment Act of 1965,
the compensation schedule for the General
Schedule shall be as follows:

ol Per annum rates and steps
g o

1 2 3 4 b 6 7 8 9 10

$3, 538 $3, 658 43,778 $3,808 $4,018 $4,138 $4,258 $4,378 $4,408 $4,618
3,843 3,974 4,105 4,236 4, 367 4,408 4,620 4,760 4,891 B,
4 185 4, 326 4,467 4,608 4,749 4, 890 5,081 5,172 5,313 5,454
4, 680 4, 837 4,904 5,151 5,308 5, 465 5, 622 5,779 5, 936 6, 083
5,230 5,402 5,574 B, 746 5,918 6, 090 6, 262 6, 434 6, 606 6, 778
5, 755 5,048 6, 141 6, 334 6, 527 8, 720 6,913 7,106 7,299 7,402
6,322 6, 531 6, 740 6, 949 7,158 7,367 7,576 7,785 7,004 8,208
8,927 7,157 7,387 7,617 7,847 8,077 8, 307 8, 637 8, 767 8,007
7, 545 7,801 8, 057 8,813 8, 560 8, 825 9, 081 9,837 9, 593 9, 840
8, 256 8, 538 8,820 9,102 9,384 9, 666 0, 048 10, 230 10, 512 10, 794
9, 040 0, 348 B, 656 9, 064 10, 272 10, 580 10, 888 11,196 11, 504 11,812

10,711 11, 082 11, 453 11,824 12,195 12, 566 12, 937 13, 308 13, 679 , 050

12, 618 13, 057 13, 496 13, 635 14,374 14,813 15, 252 15, 691 16, 130 16, 569

14, 808 15,320 15, 832 16, 344 16, 856 17, 368 17,880 18, 392 18, 904 19, 416

17, 200 17, 796 18, 302 18, 988 19, 584 20, 180 20,776 21,372 21, 968

19, 790 20,474 21, 158 21,842 22, 526 23,210 23, 894 24, 578 S0 i

%‘25, acllg 23,104 23,978 24,762 25, 546 e e i e R A S S B o e

L
e s

(b) Except as provided in section 504(d)
of the Federal Salary Reform Act of 1962
(78 Stat. 412; 5 U.S.C. 1173(d) ), the rates of
basic compensation of officers and employees
to whom the compensation schedule sets
forth in subsection (a) of this section applies
shall be initially adjusted as of the effective
date of this section, as follows:

(1) If the officer or employee is recelving
basic compensation immediately prior to the
effective date of this section at one of the
rates of a grade in the General Schedule of
the Classification Act of 1949, as amended, he
shall receive a rate of basic compensation at
the corresponding rate in effect on and after
such date.

(2) If the officer or employee is recelving
basic compensation immediately prior to the
effective date of this section at a rate be-
tween two rates of a grade In the General
Schedule of the Classification Act of 1949,
as amended, he shall receive a rate of basic
compensation at the higher of the two corre-
mndmg rates in effect on and after such

(3) If the officer or employee is receiving
basic compensation immediately prior to the
effective date of this section at a rate in
excess of the maximum rate for his grade, he
shall receive (A) the maximum rate for his
grade in the new schedule, or (B) his exlsting
rate of basic compensation if such existing
rate is higher.

(4) If the officer or employee, immediately
prior to the effective date of this sectlon, is
recelving, pursuant to section 2(b)(4) of
the Federal Employees Salary Increase Act
of 1955, an existing aggregate rate of com-
pensation determined under section 208(b)

of the Act of September 1, 1954 (68 Stat.
1111), plus subsequent increases authorized
by law, he shall receive an aggregate rate
of compensation equal to the sum of his
existing aggregate rate of compensation, on
the day preceding the effective date of this
section, plus the amount of increase made
by this section in the maximum rate of his
grade, until (i) he leaves his position, or
(ii) he is entitled to recelve aggregate com-
pensation at a higher rate by reason of the
operation of this Act or any other provision
of law; but, when such position becomes
vacant, the aggregate rate of compensation
of any subsequent appointee thereto shall
be fixed in accordance with applicable pro-
visions of law. Subject to clauses (i) and
(i1) of the immediately preceding sentence
of this paragraph, the amount of the in-
crease provided by this section shall be held
and considered for the purposes of section
208(b) of the Act of September 1, 1954, to
constitute a part of the existing rate of
compensation of the employee.

Redeterminations of acceptable levels of

competence

Sec. 103. Section 701 of the Classification
Act of 1949, as amended (5 U.S.C. 1121), is
amended by adding the following new sub-
section at the end thereof:

“(e) Whenever a determination is made
under subsection (a) of this section that the
work of an officer or employee is not of an
acceptable level of competence, he shall
promptly be given written notice of the de-
termination and an opportunity to secure a
reconsideration of the determination within
his department, under fair and equitable

procedures which shall be established by the
Commission. If the reconsideration results
in a determination that the work of such
officer or employee had been of an acceptable
level of competence, the new determination
shall supersede the earlier determination and
shall be deemed to have been made as of the
date of the earlier determination. If the
earlier determination is affirmed by his de-
partment, the employee shall have the right
of appeal to the Commission. The Commis-
sion shall review such number of reconsid-
eration decisions of the departments to en-
able the Commission to determine whether
they are being made in a fair and equitable
manner.”
Overtime compensation

Sec. 104. (a) Sections 201 and 202 of the
Federal Employees Pay Act of 1945, as
amended (68 Stat. 1109; 5 U.S.C. 911 and
9812), are each amended by striking out “grade
GS-9” and inserting in lieu thereof “grade
GS-10".

(b) Section 201 of the Federal Employees
Pay Act of 1045, as amended (68 Stat. 1109;
5 U.B.C. 911), is amended by striking out
“All hours of work officially ordered or ap-
proved In excess of forty hours in any admin-
istrative workweek” and inserting in lieu
thereof ““All hours of work officlally ordered
or approved in excess of elght hours per day
or in excess of forty hours in any adminis-
trative workweek”.

(c) Section 204 of the Federal Employees
Pay Act of 1945, as amended (68 Stat. 1110;
5 U.S.C. 912b), is amended by adding at the
end thereof the following sentence: “To the
maximum extent practicable, the head of
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any department, independent establishment,
or agency, including Government-owned or
controlled corporations, or of the municipal
government of the District of Columbia, or
the head of any legislative or judicial agency
to which this title applies, shall schedule the
time to be spent by an officer or employee in
a travel status away from his official duty
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station within the regularly scheduled work-
week of such officer or employee.”.
Postal field service employees

Sec. 105. (a) Section 3542(a) of title 39,
United States Code, 1s amended to read as
follows:

‘“(a) There is established a basic compen-
sation schedule for positions in the postal

“Postal Field Service Schedule
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fleld service which shall be known as the
Postal Field Service Schedule and for which
the symbol shall be 'PFS’. Except as pro-
vided in section 111(b) of the Federal Salary
Adjustment Act of 19656 and in sections 3543
and 3544 of this title, basic compensation
shall be paid to all employees in accordance
with such schedule.

Per annum rates and steps
“PFS
1 2 3 4 I b | i | 7 8 9 10 1 12
$4,120 5 $4, 3092 4,628 $4, 664 $4,800 $4,936 $5,072 £5, 208 $5, 344 $5,480 | $5,616
4,465 4,611 4, 757 4, 003 5,049 5,195 5,341 5, 487 &, 633 5,770 5, 9256 6,071
4,822 4,984 5,146 5,308 5,470 5,632 5,TM 5,956 6,118 6, 280 6,442 6, 604
5,230 5,402 5, 574 5, 746 5,918 6, 090 6, 262 6,434 6, 606 6, 778 6, 950 7,122
5§, 685 5,773 56, 961 6, 149 6, 337 6, 525 6,718 6, 901 7,089 27 7,465 7,653
5,990 6, 189 6, 388 6, 587 6, 786 6, 085 7,184 7,383 7,882 7,980 8,
6,418 6, 632 6, 846 7,060 7,274 7,488 7,702 7,016 8, 130
6,940 7,179 7,400 7,639 7,860 009 8,820 8, 559 8,789
7,511 7.762 £, 013 8, 264 8, 515 8, 766 9,017 9, 268 9,510
8,181 8,458 8,735 9,012 9, 289 9, 566 9,843 10, 120 10, 397
9,040 9,348 9, 656 9,964 10,272 10, 580 10,888 11, 196 11, 504
10, 000 10,340 10, 680 11,020 11,360 11,7 12,040 12, 380 12,720
11,052 11,433 11,814 12, 165 12, 676 12, 13, 838 13,719 14, 100
12,185 12, 608 13, 031 13, 454 13,877 14,300 14,723 15, 146 15, 669
13, 465 ,030 | 14,305 | 14,860 | 15,325 | 15,790 | 16,265 | 16,720 | 17,185
14,832 15,399 15, 916 16,433 ) 17,467 17,984 18, 501 19, 018
16, 463 17,088 17,613 18,188 18,763 9,338 19,913 20,488 12, 063
18, 240 18,877 19, 514 20, 161 20, 788 21,425 22,062 22, 699 23,336
20, 215 20, 920 , 6256 22,330 23, 035 23,740 24,445 25,150 L
22,410 23,104 23,078 24,762 | 25,546 ) e i
(b) Section 38543(a) of title 89, United as the Rural Carrier Schedule and for which ary Adjustment Act of 19656, compensation
Btates Code, is amended to read as follows: the symbol shall be ‘RCS'. Except as pro- shall be pald to rural carriers in accordance
“(a) There 1is established a basic com- vided in section 111(b) of the Federal Sal- with thisschedule.
pensation schedule which shall be known
“Rural carrier schedule
“Per annum rates and steps
1 2 3 4 5 (] T 8 ] 10 11 12
Caurier in rural delivery service; fired compen-
sation per annum. $2, 350 $2, 462 $2, 574 $2, 686 $2, 708 $2,010 §3,022 $3, 134 $3, 246 $3, 358 $3,470 | $3,582
Compensation per mile per annum for each
e up to 30 miles of TOULe oo ccocaccecean 86 88 90 92 94 96 o 100 102 104 106 108
For each mile of roate over 30 miles. _____....__ 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25",

(¢) Section 3544(a) of title 39, United
States Code, is amended to read as follows:

“(a) There is established a basic compen=-
sation schedule which shall be known as the
Fourth Class Office Schedule and for which

the symbol shall be ‘FOS', for postmasters
in post offices of the fourth class which is
based on the revenue units of the post
office for the preceding fiscal year., Except
as provided in section 111(b) of the Federal

“Fourth class office schedule

Salary Adjustment Act of 1965, basic com-
pensation shall be paid to postmasters in
post offices of the fourth class in accordance
with this schedule.

Per annum rates and steps
“Revenue units
1 2 3 4 5 [ i 8 9 10 1 12

$4, 067 $4,198 $4, 829 §4, 460 $4, 501 $4,722 §4, 853 $4, 084 $5,115 $5,246 | $5,377
3,763 3, 883 4, 003 4,123 4,243 4,363 4,483 4,603 4, 4,843 4,063
3,110 3,211 3,812 3,413 3, 614 3,615 3,716 3,817 3,918 4,019 4,120
2,436 2, 512 2, 588 2, 664 2,740 2,816 2,892 2,068 3,044 8,120 3,196
1,755 1,809 1,863 1,917 1,971 2,025 2,079 2,133 2,187 2,241 2,205
1,416 1, 460 1,504 1,548 1,502 1,636 1, 680 1,724 1,768 1,812 1,856,

(d) The basic compensation of each em-
ployee subject to the Postal Field Service
Schedule, the Rural Carrier Schedule, or the
Fourth Class Office Schedule immediately
prior to the effective date of this section
shall be determined as follows:

(1) Each employee shall be assigned to
the same numerical step for his position
which he had attained immediately prior to
such effective date. If changes in levels or
steps would otherwise occur on such effec-
tive date without regard to enactment of
this title, such changes shall be deemed to
have occurred prior to converslon.

(2) If the existing basic compensation is
greater than the rate to which the employee
is converted wunder paragraph (1) of this
subsection, the employee shall be placed in

the lowest step which exceeds his baslc com-~
pensation. If the existing basic compensa-
tlon exceeds the maximum step of his posi-
tion, his existing baslic compensation shall
be established as his basic compensation.
Postal seniority salary adjustments

Sec. 108. Section 8552(d) of title 39,
United States Code, 1s amended to read as
follows:

“{d) Notwithstanding any other provision
of this section, the Postmaster General shall
advance any employee in the postal field
service who—

“(1) was promoted to a higher level be-
tween July 9, 1960, and October 13, 1962; and

*(2) is senlor with respect to total postal
service to an employee in the same post office
promoted to the same level on or after

October 13, 1962, and is in a step in the same
level below the step of the junior employee.
Such advancement by the Postmaster Gen-
eral shall be to the highest step which is
held by any such junior employee. Any in-
crease under the provisions of this subsec-
tion shall not constitute an equivalent in-
crease and credit earned prior to adjustment
under this subsection for advancement to
the next step shall be retained.”
Postal service overtime and holiday
compensation

Sec. 107. (a) Section 38571 of title 39,
United States Code, is amended to read as
follows:
*§ 8571. Maximum hours of work

“Employees may not be required to work
more than twelve hours a day except for
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emergencies as determined by the Post-
master General. The work schedule of an
annual rate or hourly rate regular employee
shall be regulated so that the eight hours of
scheduled service does not extend over a
longer period than ten consecutive hours.
The work span of any other employee shall
not extend over a longer period than twelve
consecutive hours. A basic workweek 18
established for all postal fleld service em-
ployees, consisting of five eight-hour days
excluding Saturday and Sunday. To provide
service on days other than those included
in the basic workweek, the Postmaster
General shall establish work schedules
in advance for annual rate regular em-
ployees consisting of five eight-hour days in
each week. To the maximum extent possi-
ble, senior annual rate regular employees
shall be assigned to the basic workweek, ex-
cept for any such senior annual rate regular
employee who expresses a preference for a
workweek other than the basic workweek."

(b) Section 3573 of title 39, United States
Code, 1s amended to read as follows:

“§ 8673. Compensatory time, overtime, and
holidays

“{a) In emergencles or if the needs of the
service require, the Postmaster General may
require employees to perform overtime work
or to work on holidays. Overtime work is
any work officially ordered or approved which
is performed by—

*(1) an annual rate regular employee in
excess of his regular work schedule or on a
Sunday,

“(2) an hourly rate regular employee (A)
in excess of eight hours in a day, (B) in ex-
cess of forty hours in a week, or (C) on a
Sunday, and

“(3) a substitute employe (A) in excess
of elght hours a day or (B) In excess of forty
hours a week,

“(b) For each hour of overtlme work, an
employee in the PFS schedule shall be com-
pensated as follows:

(1) Each employee in or below salary level
PFS-10 shall be paid at the rate of 150 per
centum of the hourly rate of basic compensa-
tion for his level and step computed by di-
viding the scheduled annual rate of basle
compensation by 2,080.

“(2) Each employee in or above salary
level FFS-11 shall be granted compensatory
time equal to the overtime work, or, in the
discretion of the Postmaster General, in lieu
thereof shall be pald at the rate of 150 per
centum of the hourly rate of basic compensa-
tion of the employee or of the hourly rate
of the baslc compensation for the highest
step rate of salary level PFS-10, whichever is
the lesser.

“{c) For officially ordered or approved time
worked on a day referred to as a holiday in
the Act of December 26, 1951 (55 Stat. 862;
b U.S.C. 87b), or on a day designated by
Executive order as a holiday for Federal em-
ployees, under regulations prescribed by the
Postmaster General, an employee in the PFS

schedule shall be paid, in lleu of all other

compensation, as follows:

“{1) Each employee in or below salary level
PFS5-10 shall be pald at the rate of 200 per
centum of the hourly rate of basic compensa-
tion for his level and step computed by divid-
ing the scheduled annual rate of basic com-
pensation by 2,080.

“(2) Each employee in or above salary
level PFS-11 shall be granted compensatory
time In an amount equal to the time worked
on such holiday within thirty working days
thereafter or, in the discretion of the Post-
master General, in lieu thereof shall be com-
pensated for the time so worked at the rate
of 200 per centum of the hourly rate of basic
compensation for his level and step computed
by dividing the scheduled annual rate of
basic compensation by 2080.
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Notwithstanding any other provision of this
subsection, for work performed on Christmas
Day, each employee shall be paid at the rate
of 250 per centum of the hourly rate of basic
compensation for his level and step com-
puted by dividing the scheduled annual rate
of basic compensation by 2080.

“(d) The Postmaster General shall estab-
lish conditions for the use of compensatory
time earned and the payment of compensa-
tion for unused compensatory time.

“({e) If an employee Is entitled under thls
sectlon to unused compensatory time at the
time of his death, the Postmaster General
shall pay at the rate prescribed in this sec-
tion, but not less than a sum equal to the
employee’s hourly basic compensation, for
each hour of such unused compensatory time
to the person or persons surviving at the date
of such employee's death. BSuch payment
shall be made in the order of precedence
prescribed in the first section of the Act of
August 8, 1950 (5 U.8.C. 61f), and shall be
a bar to recovery by any other persons of
amounts so paid,

“(f) Notwithstanding any provision of
this section, other than subsection (e), no
employee shall be pald overtime or holiday
compensation for a pay perliod which when
added to his basic compensation for the pay
period exceeds one twenty-sixth of the an-
nual rate of basic compensation for the
highest step of salary level PFS-17.

“(g) For the purposes of this section and
section 3571 of this title—

*“(1) ‘annual rate regular employee’ means
an employee for whom the Postmaster Gen-
eral has established a regular work schedule
consisting of five eight-hour days in accord-
ance with section 3571 of this title;

“(2) ‘hourly rate regular employee’ means
an employee for whom the Postmaster Gen-
eral has established a regular work schedule
consisting of not more than forty hours a
week; and

“(3) ‘substitute employee’ means an em-
ployee for whom the Postmaster General has
not established a regular work schedule.”

(¢) SBection 35756 of title 39, United States
Code, i1s amended to read as follows:

“§ 3575. Exemptions

“{a) Sections 3571, 3573, and 3574 of this
title do not apply to postmasters, rural car-
rlers, postal inspectors, and employees in
salary level PFS-15 and above.

“(b) Sections 3571 and 3573 of this title
do not apply to employees referred to in sec-
tion 3581 of this title.

“(c) Section 38571 of this title does not
apply to employees in post offices of the third
class.”

Postal employees relocation expenses

Sec. 108. (a) That part of chapter 41 of
title 39, United Btates Code, which precedes
the center heading “Special Classes of Em=~
ployees” and section 38111 thereof, is amended
by inserting at the end thereof the following
new section:

“§ 3107. Postal employees relocation expenses

“Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, each employee in the postal field service
who 1s transferred or relocated from one
official station to another shall, under regula-
tions promulgated by the Postmaster Gen-
eral, be granted the following allowances and
expenses:

“(1) Per diem allowance, in lieu of sub-
sistence expenses, for each member of his
immediate family, while en route between
his old and new official stations, not in excess
of the maximum per diem rates prescribed
by or pursuant to law for employees of the
Federal Government.

(2) Subsistence expenses of the employee
and each member of his immediate family
for a period of not to exceed thirty days while
occupylng temporary quarters at the place of
his new official duty station, but not in excess
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of the maximum per diem rates prescribed
by or pursuant to law for employees of the
Federal Government,

*(3) Seven days of leave with pay which
shall not be charged to any other leave to
which he is entitled under existing law.”

(b) That part of the table of contents of
such chapter 41 under the heading “Employ-
ees Generally” is amended by inserting
“8107. Postal employees relocation expenses.”
immediately below

*3106. Special compensation rules.”.

Employees in the Department of Medicine
and Surgery of the Veterans’ Administration

Sec, 109. Section 4107 of title 38, United
States Code, relating to grades and pay scales
for certain positions within the De ent
of Medicine and Surgery of the Veterans’ Ad-
ministration, is amended to read as follows:
“§ 4107, Grades and pay scales

“(a) Except as provided in section 111(b)
of the Federal Salary Adjustment Act of 1965,
the per annum full-pay scale or ranges for
positions provided in section 4108 of this title,
other than Chief Medical Director and Deputy
Chief Medical Director, shall be as follows:

“Section 4103 Schedule

“Asslstant Chief Medical Director, $25,602.

“Medical Director, $22,410 minimum to
$25,545 maximum.

“Director of Nursing Service, $17,200 mini-
mum to $22,664 maximum,

“Director of Chaplain Service, $17,200 mini-
mum to $22,664 maximum.

“Chief Pharmacist, $17,200 minimum to
$22,664 maximum,

“Chief Dietitian,
$22,564 maximum.

*“(b) (1) The grades and per annum full-
pay ranges for positions provided in
paragraph (1) of section 4104 of this title
shall be as follows:

“Physician and dentist schedule

“Director grade, $19,790 minimum to £25,-
262 maximum,

“Executive grade,
$24,234 maximum,

“Chief grade, $17,200 minimum to $22.564
maximum.

“Senior grade $14,808 minimum to $19,416
maximum.

“Intermediate grade, $12,618 minimum to
$16,569 maximum.

“Full grade, $10,711 minimum to #14,050
maximum.

“Associate grade, $9,040 minimum to $11,-
812 maximum.

“Nurse schedule

“Assistant Director grade, $14,808 mini-
mum to $19,416 maximum.

“Chief grade, $12,618 minimum to $16,5669
maximum,

“Senior grade, $10,711 minimum to $14,050
maximum.

“Intermediate grade, $9,040 minimum to
$11,812 maximum.

“Full grade, $7,545 minimum to $9,849
maximum.

“Associate grade, $6,600 minimum to $8,675
maximum.

“Junior grade, $5,7656 minimum to $7,492
maximum.

“(2) No person may hold the director
grade unless he is serving as a director of a
hospital, domiciliary, center, or outpatient
clinic (independent). No person may hold
the executive grade unless he holds the posi-
tion of chief of staff at a hospital, center, or
outpatient clinic (independent), or the posi-
tion of clinic director at an outpatient clinie,
or comparable position.”

Foreign Service officers; staff officers and
employees

Sec. 110. (a) The fourth sentence of sec-
tion 412 of the Forelgn Service Act of 1946, as

$17,200 minimum to

$18,449 minimum to
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amended (22 U.S.C. 867), is amended to read
as follows: “Except as provided in section
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111(b) of the Federal SBalary Adjustment Act
of 1965, the per annum salaries of Forelgn
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Service officers within each of the other
classes shall be as follows:

TR s o L TR R $23, 670

$24, 636 $25, 602
19, 781 20, 4456 $21, 109
16, 068 16, 606 17, 144
13, 057 13,406 13, 935
10, 755 11,115 11,475

8, 066 0, 264 9, 562
7,670 7,816 8, 062
i, 531 6, 740 6, 849

$21,773 $22,437 $23, 101
17, 682 18, 220 18, 758
14,374 14,813 15, 252
11, 12,195 12, 5556

9, 860 10, 158 10, 456
8,808 8, , 800
7,158 7,867 7, 576"

(b) The second sentence of subsection (a)
of section 415 of such Act (22 U.S.C. 870(a))
is amended to read as follows: “Except as

provided in section 111(b) of the Federal
Salary Adjustment Act of 1965, the per an-

num salaries of such staff officers and em-
ployees within each class shall be as follows:

$15, 530 $16, 068 $16, 606 $17, 144 $17, 682
12,618 13, 057 13,496 13,035 14,874
10,895 10,755 11,115 11,475 11,835

8, 668 1066 9, 264 9, 562 860
7,814 8,081 8, 348 8,615 8,882
7, 060 7,295 +530 7,765 8, 000
6,484 6, 008 6,012 7,126 7,340
5,740 5,083 6,126 6,319 6,512
b, 232 5,405 b, 678 B, 751 5,924
4,680 4,837 4,004 5,151 5,308

$18,220 | 18,788 |  s19,206 |  $10,834 | $20,872
14,813 15, 252 15,691 16,130 | 16,560
12,195 12, 555 12,916 13,275 | 13,685
10,158 10,456 10, 754 11, 052 11,350
9,14 9,416 0, 2050 [ 10,217
8 8,470 8,705 8,940 175
7 7,768 7,082 8,196 8410
6,705 6,808 7,001 1284 7,477
6,007 6, 270 6,443 6,610 6,789
5,465 5,622 5,779 5,936 6, 003",

(c) Forelgn Service officers, Reserve offi-
cers, and Foreign Service staff officers and
employees who are entitled to recelve basic
compensation immediately prior to the ef-
Tective date of this section at one of the rates
provided by section 412 or 415 of the Foreign
Service Act of 1948 shall receive baslc com-
pensation, on and after such effective date,
at the rate of their class determined to be
appropriate by the Secretary of State.
Federal salary comparison and adjustment

policy

Sec. 111. (a) Section 503 of the Federal
Salary Reform Act of 1962 (76 Stat. 841; 5
U.B.C. 1172) is amended to read as follows:

“Implementation of policy

“Sec. 603. (a) In order to carry out the
policy stated in section 502 of this Act, the
President—

“(1) shall direct such agency or agencies,
as he deems appropriate, annually to pre-
pare and submit to him a report which com-
pares the rates of salary, as fixed or author-
ized by or pursuant to law, for Federal
employees with the rates of salary paid for
the same levels of work in private enterprise
as determined on the basis of appropriate
annual surveys conducted by the Bureau of
Labor Statistics; and

“(2) aiter seeking the views of such em-
ployee organizations as he deems appropriate
and in such manner as he may provide, shall
report annually to the Congress—

“(A) this comparison of Federal and pri-
vate enterprise salary rates, and

“(B) such recommendations for revision
of salary schedules, salary structures, and
compensation policy, as he deems advisable.

“(b) Procedures established by the Presl-
dent under subsection (a) of this section for
seeking the views of employee organizations
shall provide authorized representatives of
major Federal employee organizations the op-
portunity—

“(1) to review the findings of the most re-
~ cent Bureau of Labor Statistics annual sur-
vey and the results of the comparison of
Federal salary schedules with rates of salary
in private enterprise, and

“{2) tosubmit their comments and recom-

mendations for consideration.
Comments and recommendations submitted
in accordance with clause (2) of the imme-
diately preceding sentence shall be trans-
mitted to the President with the report sub-
mitted to him, by the agency or agencles he
directs, which compares the rates of salary
fixed or authorized by or pursuant to law
for Federal employees with the rates of salary
paid for the same levels of work in private
enterprise.”.

(b) (1) The rates of compensation and the
ranges of rates of compensation provided
by the amendments made by section 102(a),
section 105 (a), (b), and (c), section 109,
and section 110 (a) and (b) of this title,
and the rates of compensation provided for
by section 113, section 114 (a), (b), and (¢),
and section 115 of this title, shall be in-
creased, effective on the first day of the first
pay period which begins on or after October
1, 1966, by percentages which are equal to
the sum of—

(A) one-half of the percentage by which
salary rates paid for the same level of work
in private enterprise for the months of Feb-
ruary and March of 1965, determined in
accordance with policles and procedures
utilized in carrying out the provisions of
section 503 of the Federal Salary Reform Act
of 1962 (as in effect prior to the date of
enactment of this title) exceed the rates and
ranges of rates provided by the sections of
this title referred to above, and

{(B) the percentage by which salary rates
pald for the same level of work in private
enterprise for the months of February and
March of 1966, determined in accordance
with policies and procedures utilized in car-
rying out the provisions of the amendment
made by subsection (a) of this section, ex-
ceed such salary rates for the months of
February and March of 1965, determined in
accordance with policies and procedures
utilized in carrying out the provisions of
section 503 of the Federal Salary Reform
Act of 1062 (as in effect prior to the date of
enactment of this title).

The increased rates and ranges of rates of
compensation (other than rates within the
purview of sections 113, 114, and 115 of this
title) which shall become effective as pro-
vided in this subsection shall—

(1) have the same effect as if they were
specific statutory enactments,

(ii) be printed in the Statutes at Large in
the same volumes as the public laws, and

(iii) be printed in the Federal Register.

(2) The provisions of—

(A) section 102(b) of this title (relating
to officers and employees subject to the Gen-
eral Schedule of the Classification Act of
1949),

(B) section 105(d) of this title (relating
to employees subject to the Postal Field
Service Schedule, the Rural Carrier Schedule,
and the Fourth Class Office Schedule), and

(C) eection 110(c) of this title (relating
to certain officers and employees subject to
the Forelgn Service Act of 1946)

shall govern, respectively, as of the effective
date of this subsection, the application and
operation of paragraph (1) of this subsec-
tion with respect to those officers and em-

ployees, respectively, within the purview of
such sections. For the purposes of para-
graph (1) of this subsection, the term “ef-
fective date of this section”, “such date”,
and “such effective date”, wherever used in
such sections 102(b), 105(d), and 110(c),
mean the effective date of this subsection.

(c) The President with respect to the ex-
ecutive branch and the appropriate authority
concerned with respect to the legislative and
judicial branches, shall prescribe and issue,
or provide for the preparation and promul-
gation of, such salary schedules, rates of
salary, and ranges of salary rates as are nec-
essary and appropriate to carry out the pro-
visions, accomplish the purposes, and gov-
ern the administration, of subsection (b) of
this section, Each salary rate shall be fixed
at a whole dollar amount.

Severance pay

Sec. 112, (a) Except as provided In sub-
section (b) of this section, this section ap-
plies to each clvilian officer or employee in
or under—

(1) the executive branch of the Govern-
ment of the United States, including each
corporation wholly owned or controlled by
the United States;

(2) the Library of Congress;

(3) the Government Printing Office;

(4) the General Accounting Office; or

(6) the municipal government of the Dis-
trict of Columbia,

(b) This section does not apply to—

(1) an officer or employee whose rate of
basic compensation is fixed at a rate pro-
vided for one of the levels of the Federal
Executive Salary Schedule or is In excess of
the highest rate of grade 18 of the General
Schedule of the Classification Act of 1949,
as amended;

(2) an officer or employee serving under
an appointment with a definite time limi-
tation;

(3) an allen employee who occupies a po-
sition outside the several States and the
Distriet of Columbla;

(4) an officer or employee who is sub-
ject to the Civil Service Retirement Act, as
amended, or any other retirement law or re-
tirement system applicable to Federal officers
or employees or members of the uniformed
services, and who, at the time of separation
from the service, has fulfilled the require-
ments for immediate annuity under any such
law or system;

(6) an officer or employee who, at the time
of separation from the service, is recelv-
ing compensation under the Federal Em-
ployees’ Compensation Act, as amended, ex-
cept one recelving this compensation con-
currently with salary or on account of the
death of another person;
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(6) an officer or employee who, at the
time of separation from the service, is en=-
titled to receive other severance pay Ifrom
the Government; or

(7) such other officers or employees as may
be excluded by rules and regulations of the
President or of such officer or agency as he
may designate.

(c) An officer or employee to whom this
section applies who is involuntarily separated
from the service, on or after the effective date
of this section, not by removal for cause
on charges of misconduct, delinquency, or
inefficiency, shall, under rules and regu-
lations prescribed by the President or such
officer or agency as he may designate, be paid
severance pay in regular pay perlods by the
department, independent establishment, cor-
poration, or other governmental unit, from
which separated.

(d) Severance pay shall consist of two
elements, a basic severance allowance and
an age adjustment allowance. The basic
severance allowance shall be computed on
the basis of one week's basic compensation
at the rate received Iimmediately before
separation for each year of civillan service
up to and including ten years for which sev-
erance pay has not been received under this
or any other authority and two weeks’ basic
compensation at such rate for each year of
civilian service beyond ten years for which
severance pay has not been received under
this on any other authority. The age ad-
Justment allowance shall be computed on
the basis of 10 per centum of the total basic
severance allowance for each year by which
the age of the recipient exceeds forty years
at the time of separation. Total severance
pay received under this section shall not
exceed one year's pay at the rate received im-
mediately before separation.

(e) An officer or employee may be pald sev-
erance pay only after having been employed
currently for a continuous period of at
least twelve months.

(f) If an officer or employee is reemployed
by the Federal Government or the municipal
government of the District of Columbia be-
fore the expiration of the period covered by
payments of severance pay, the payments
shall be discontinued beginning with the
date of reemployment and the service rep-
resented by the unexpired portion of the
period shall be recredited to the officer or
employee for use in any subsequent com-
putations of severance pay. For the pur-
poses of subsection (e), reemployment which
causes severance pay to be discontinued shall
be considered as employment continuous
with that serving as the basis for the sev-
erance pay.

(g) If the officer or employee dies before
the expiration of the period covered by pay-
ments of severance pay, the payments of
severance pay with respect to such officer
or employee shall be continued as if such
officer or employee were living and shall be
pald on a pay period basis to the survivor
or survivors of such officer or employee in
accordance with the first section of the Act
of August 3, 1950 (5 U.8.C. 61f).

(h) Severance pay under this section shall
not be a basis for payment, nor be included
in the basis for computation, of any other
type of Federal or District of Columbia Gov-
ernment benefits, and any period covered by
severance pay shall not be regarded as a
period of Federal or District of Columbia
Government service or employment.

Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation
county commitiee employees

SEC. 113. The rates of compensation of per-
sons employed by the county committees
established pursuant to section 8(b) of the
. Boll Conservation and Domestic Allotment
Act (16 U.S.C, 590h(b)) shall be increased
by amounts equal, as nearly as may be
practicable, to the Increases provided by
section 102(a) of this Act for corresponding
rates of compensation.
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Legislative branch

Sec. 114. (a) Except as otherwise provided
in this section, each officer or employee in or
under the legislative branch of the Govern-
ment, whose rate of compensation is in-
creased by section 6 of the Federal Employees
Pay Act of 1946, shall be paid additional com-
pensation at the rate of 414 per centum of his
gross rate of compensation (basic compensa-
tion plus additional compensation authorized
by law).

(b) The total annual compensation in ef-
fect immediately prior to the effective date
of this section of each officer or employee
of the House of Representatives, whose com-
pensation is disbursed by the Clerk of the
House and is not increased by reason of any
other provision of this section, shall be Iin-
creased by an amount which is equal to the
amount of the increase provided by subsec-
tlon (a) of this section; except that this
section shall not apply to the compensation
of student congressional interns authorized
by H. Res. 416 of the Eighty-ninth Congress.

{(c) The rates of compensation of em-
ployees of the House of Representatives whose
compensation 1s fixed by the House Em-
ployees Schedule under the House Employees
Posltion Classification Act (78 Stat. 1079;
Public Law 88-652; 2 U.S.C. 201-303) shall
be increased by amounts equal, as nearly as
may be practicable, to the increases provided
by subsection (a) of this section; except,
that this section shall not apply to the com-
pensation of those employees whose com-
pensation is fixed by the House Wage Sched-
ule of such Act.

(d) The additional compensation pro-
vided by this section shall be considered a
part of basic compensation for the purposes
of the Civil SBervice Retirement Act (5 U.S.C.
2251 and the following).

(e) Section 601(a) of the Legislative Re-
organization Act of 1846, as amended (2
U.8.C. 31), is amended to read as follows:

“(a) The compensation of Senators,
Representatives in Congress, and the Resi-
dent Commissioner from Puerto Rico shall
be at the rate of $30,000 per annum each.
The compensation of the Speaker of the
House of Representatives shall be at the rate
of $43,000 per annum. The compensation
of the Majority Leader and the Minority
Leader of the House of Representatives shall
be at the rate of $35,000 per annum each.”

Federal judicial salaries

Sec. 115. (a) The rates of basic compensa-
tion of officers and employees in or under the
Judicial branch of the Government whose
rates of compensation are fixed by or pur-
suant to paragraph (2) of subdivision a of
section 62 of the Bankruptecy Act (11 U.S.C.
102(a) (2) ), section 3656 of title 18, United
States Code, the third sentence of section 603,
sections 672 to 675, Inclusive, or section
604(a) (5), of title 28, United States Code,
insofar as the latter section applies to graded
positions, are hereby increased by amounts
reflecting the respective applicable increases
provided by section 102(a) of this Act in
corresponding rates of compensation for
officers and employees subject to the Classi-
fication Act of 1949, as amended. The rates
of basic compensation of officers and em-
ployees holding ungraded positions and
whose salaries are fixed pursuant to such
section 604(a) (5) may be increased by the
amounts reflecting the respective applicable
increases provided by section 102(a) of this
Act in corresponding rates of compensation
for officers and employees subject to the Clas-
sification Act of 19486, as amended.

(b) The limitations provided by applicable
law on the effective date of this section with
respect to the aggregate salaries payable to
secretaries and law clerks of circuit and dis-
trict judges are hereby increased by amounts
which reflect the respective applicable in-
creases provided by section 102(a) of this
Act In corresponding rates of compensation
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for officers and employees subject to the
Classification Act of 1949, as amended.

(c) Section 753(e) of title 28, United
Btates Code (relating to the compensation of
court reporters for district courts), 1is
amended by striking out the existing salary
limitation contained therein and inserting
a new limitation which reflects the respec-
tive applicable increases provided by section
102(a) of this Act In corresponding rates of
compensation for officers and employees sub-
ject to the Classification Act of 1949, as
amended.

Inereased uniform allowance

8ec. 116. The Federal Employees Uniform
Allowance Act, as amended (68 Stat. 1114;
5 U.8.C. 2131), is amended by striking out
“$100” wherever it appears therein and in-
serting in lieu thereof “$150”.

Conversion of pay periods of certain
employees to biweekly basis

Sec. 117. (a) Section 6 of the Act of
June 30, 1906 (34 Stat. 763), as amended
(56 U.S.C. 84), is amended by changing the
period at the end thereof to a colon and by
adding the following: “And provided, That
the compensation of any civilian officer or
employee who is subject to this Act may be
computed in accordance with the provisions
of section 604(d) of the Federal Employees
I(’aiv) Act of 1945, as amended (5 U.S.C. 944

c .il

(b) The following provisions of law are
hereby repealed:

(1) That part of section 10 of the Federal
Reserve Act, as amended (12 U.S.C. 241),
relating to the compensation of the Board of
Governors, Federal Reserve System, which
reads “payable monthly,”.

(2) That part of section 2 of the Federal
Trade Commission Act, as amended (15 US.C.
432), relating to the compensation of the
Secretary to the Federal Trade Commission,
which reads “who shall receive a salary, pay-
able in the same manner as the salaries of
the judge of the courts of the United
States,”.

(3) That part of section T443(c) of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1954, relating to
the compensation of judges of the Tax Court
of the United States, which reads ", to be
paid in monthly installments”.

Mazximum salary increase limitation

Sec. 118. Except as otherwise provided in
section 114(e) of this title, no rate of salary
shall be increased, by reason of the enact-
ment of this title, to an amount in excess
of the salary rate now or hereafter in effect
for Level V of the Federal Executive Salary
Schedule.

Inclusion of members of Board of Parole in
Level V of Federal executive salary schedule
Sec. 119. Section 303(e) of the Federal
Executive Salary Act of 1964 (78 Stat. 421,
5 U.8.C. 2211(e) ) is amended by adding at
the end thereof the followlng new paragraph:
“(100) Members of the Board of Parole,
Department of Justice.”

Adjustment of salary rates fized by
administrative action

8ec, 120. (a) The rates of basic compen-
sation of assistant United States attorneys
whose basic salaries are fixed by section 508
of title 28, United States Code, shall be in-
creased by 415 per centum effective on the
first day of the first pay perlod which be-
gins on or after Jctober 1, 1965.

(b) Notwithstanding section 3679 of the
Revised Statutes, as amended (31 US.C.
665), the rates of compensation of officers
and employees of the Federal Government
and of the municipal government of the Dis-
trict of Columbia whose rates of compensa-
tion are fixed by administrative action pur-
suant to law and are not otherwise increased
by this Act are hereby authorized to be in-
creased effective on or after the first day
of the first pay period which begins on or
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after October 1, 1965, by amounts not to

exceed the Increases provided by this Act

for corresponding rates of compensation in

the appropriate schedule or scale of pay.
Effective dates

SEc. 121. This title shall become effective
as follows:

(1) This section and sections 101, 111(a),
112, 116, and 120, and section 3107(3) of title
39, United States Code, as contalned in the
amendment made by section 108(a) of this
Act, shall become effective on the date of
enactment of this Act.

(2) Section 107 shall become effective on
the first day of the first pay period which
begins on or after the date of enactment of
this Act.
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(8) Sections 102, 104, 105, 106, 109, 110, 111
(b) and (c) (except as otherwise specifically
provided therein), 113, 114, 115, 117, 118, and
119 shall become effective on the first day
of the first pay period which begins on
or after October 1, 1965.

(4) Section 103 shall become effective on
the ninetieth day following the date of en-
actment of this Act.

(5) Section 108 (b), and section 3107 (1)
and (2) of title 39, United States Code, as
contained in the amendment made by sec-
tion 108 (a) of this Act, shall become ef-
fective as of July 1, 1965.

Mr. MORRISON (interrupting the

reading). Mr. Chairman, I ask unan-
imous consent that further reading of
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title I be dispensed with, that it be
printed in the Recorp and considered as
open for amendment at any point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Louisiana?

There was no objection.

AMENDMENTS OFFERED BY MR. UDALL

Mr. UDALL., Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr, UpaLL: On page
2, strike out the schedule immediately fol-
lowing line 7 and insert in lieu thereof the
following schedule:

Per annum rates and
“Grade e N
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 ] 10

Ge-1 $3, 520 £3, 640 $3, 760 $3, 880 $4, 000 $4,120 $4, 240 $4, 360 $4, 480 600
G8-2 38,8271 3,957 4,087 4,217 4,347 4,477 4, 607 4:?37 4, 867 sz.m
G8-3 4, 165 4,305 4,445 4, 585 4,725 4, 865 5, 005 5, 145 5,285 5,425
GS8+4 4, 659 4,815 4,971 5,127 5,288 5,439 B, 695 5,751 5,007 6,063
G8-5 5, 200 5,372 5, 44 5, 718 5, 888 6, 060 6, 232 6, 404 6, 576 6, 748
G8-6 5,725 5,017 6, 109 6,801 6, 493 6, 685 8,877 7,069 7,261 7,453
GB-T 6,202 6, 500 6, 708 6,916 7,124 7,332 7, 540 7,748 7,956 8,164
G8-8 6, 895 7,124 7,853 7,582 7,811 8,040 8, 260 8, 408 8,727 8, 056
a8-9 7, 509 7,764 8, 019 8,274 8, 520 8, 784 9, 039 9, 204 9, 549 9, 804
G8-10 8, 216 8, 407 8,778 9,059 9, 340 9, 621 9, 902 10, 183 10, 464 10, 745
G8-11 8, 006 9, 303 9, 610 9,917 10, 224 10, 531 10, 838 11, 145 11, 452 11, 759
G8-12 10, 660 11, 029 11, 398 11, 767 12, 136 12, 505 12,874 13, 243 13, 612 13, 981
G8-13 12, 558 12, 995 13, 432 13, 869 14, 306 14, 743 15, 180 15, 617 16, 054 16, 401
G8-14 14,737 15, 247 15, 767 16, 267 16,777 17, 287 7, 18, 307 18,817 19, 327
G8-15. 17,118 17,711 18, 304 18, 897 19, 490 083 20, 676 21, 260 21, 862 22, 455
GB-16. 19, 692 20, 378 21, 054 21,735 22,416 23,007 % 24, 459 P O RS
G8-17. 22,303 23,083 23, 863 24, 643 25,423

GB-18 25,480 il

Mr, UDALL (interrupting the read-
ing). Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous
consent that further reading of the
amendment be dispensed with and that it
be printed in the Recorp at this point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Arizona?

There was no objection.

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, let me
say that earlier in the general debate I
indicated that a majority of the com-
mittee had decided to offer amendments

to reduce the across-the-board pay raise
which is now in the bill at 414 percent to
4 percent. To do this, because we are
dealing with a large number of salary
systems, we have had to draft 9 separate
amendments. The total thrust of these
complicated amendments, with long sal-
ary tables, is to reduce the across-the-
board raise from 4!% percent to 4 per-
cent.

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that each of the eight additional
amendments, other than the one now

pending, be considered as read, be printed
in the REcorp, and that the nine amend-
ments be considered en bloe.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Arizona?

There was no objection.

The additional amendments are as fol-
lows:

On page 7, strike out the schedule imme-
diately following line 1 and insert in leu
thereof the following schedule:

Per annum rates and steps

“PF8
1 2 3 4 i 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

1 $4,103 | 4,238 | $4,373 | $4,508 | 84,643 | 54,778 | $4,913 | §5,048

2 3 4,441 4,587 733 4,879 5,025 5,171 5,817 5,463

T e R S R T 4,800 4, 961 5,122 5,283 5,444 5, 605 5, 766 5,027

= 5, 200 5,372 5, 544 5,716 5,888 6,060 6,232 6, 404

R ST R e R S e R 5, 559 5, 746 5,033 6,120 6,807 6, 494 6, 681 5, 868

PN R R 2 5,964 6,162 6, 360 558 6,756 954 7,152 7,350

7 SEE 6, 386 6, 599 6,812 7,025 7,238 7,451 7,664 7,877

8 6,016 7,146 7,874 7,603 7,882 8, 061 8,200 8, 519

B i e o Al S e L N 7,478 7,728 7,978 8,228 8,478 8,728 8,078 9,228

8, 8,419 8, 605 8,071 9, 247 9, 523 9,799 | 10,075

8, 9, 610 9,917 10,224 | 10,531 10,838 | 11,145

10, 201 10,620 | 10,967 | 11,305 | 11,643 | 11,081 12,319

11,378 | 11,758 12,138 | 12,518 | 12,808 | 13,278 | 13,658

12, 547 12, 13,389 13,810 14,231 14,652 | 15,073

13,863 | 14,326 | 14,780 | 15,252 | 15,715 | 16,178 | 16,641

15,825 | 15,840 | 16,355 | 16,870 | 17,385 | 17,900 | 18,415

16,057 | 17,529 | 18,101 18,673 | 19,245 | 19,817 | 20,389

18 —e--| 18,148 | 18,782 | 10,416 | 20,050 | 20,684 | 21,818 | 21,952 | 22,58

| R N AR O S R P A 20,119 , 821 ,523 | 22,225 | 22,027 ,620 | 24,331 | 25,033
20 . 23, 083 24,643 | 25,423

On page 7, strike out the schedule Immediately following line 10 and insert in lleu thereof the following schedule:

“Per annum rates and steps

1 2 3 4 5 L] 7 8 ] 10 11 12
s |
Carrier in rural delivery service: Fixed com-
pensation per annum. e eeeeeme e $2, 320 $2,432 $2, 544 $2,656 §2,768 $2,880 $2,992 $3,104 $3,218 $3,328 $3,440 | $3,552
Com]ponsation per mile per annum for each
mile up to 30 miles of route__________________ 86 88 90 92 04 06 98 100 102 104 106 108
For each mile of route over 30 miles. .......... 25 25 25 25 25 26 25 25 25 26 25 25",
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On page 8, strike out the schedule immediately following line 9 and insert in lieu thereof the following schedule:
Per annum rates and steps
““Revenue units
1 2 3 4 5 (i 7 8 9 10 11 12
80 but less than 36. - . cecneeoemamcmao- $3,020 [ $4,050 | §4,180 | $4,310 | $4,440 | $4,570 | $4,700 | $4,830 | $4,060 | $5000 | 5,220 | §5,350
24 but less than 30. . 3, 624 3,744 3,804 3,084 4,104 4,224 4,344 4,464 4, 584 4 704 4894 | 4044
18 butless than 24. o oo oo 2, 902 3,008 3, 194 3,205 3, 396 3,497 3, 508 3, 609 3, 800 8,001 4, 002 4,103
12 but less than 18_ . 2,348 2,424 2, 500 2,576 2,652 2,728 2, 804 2,880 2,056 3,082 3,108 | 3,184
Shit e A Ll 1,693 1,747 1,801 1,855 1,900 1,063 2,017 2,071 2,125 2,179 2,233 | 2,287
Lessthan6______ - 1,368 1,410 1,454 1,498 1, 542 1, 586 1,630 1,674 1,718 1,762 1,806 | 1,850".

On page 186, strike out line 22 and all that
follows through line 16 on page 18 and insert
in lieu thereof the following:

“SECTION 4103 SCHEDULE

“Agsistant Chief Medical Director, $25,480.

“Medical Director, $22,303 minimum to
$25,423 maximum,

“Director of Nursing Service, $17,118 mini-
mum to §22,4556 maximum.

“Director of Chaplain Service, $17,118 min-

“Chief Pharmacist, $17,118 minimum to
$22,455 maximum.

“Chief Dietitian,
$22,4556 maximum.”

On page 19, strike out the schedule im-

$17,118 minimum to

imum to $22,4556 maximum. mediately following line 8 and insert in
lieu thereof the following schedule:

“Class 1. $23, 556 $24,518 R . e i L e
P R O S R 19,027 19, 687 7 , 007 $21, 667 $22,327 987
Class 3. 15,454 15, 900 16, 526 17,062 17, 598 18, 18, 670
Class 4 12, 558 12,995 13,432 , 86O 14, 306 14,743 15, 180
Class 5 10,343 10, 702 11, 061 11,420 11,779 12,138 12,407
Class 6 5 8,627 8,023 9,219 9, 515 9,811 107 10,403
Class 7 SR T 7,290 7,535 7,780 % 8,270 8,515 8,760
Class 8. 6, 202 6, 500 6,708 6,916 7,124 7,332 7, 540",

On page 19, strike out the schedule immediately following line 14 and insert in lieu thereof the following schedule:

“Class 1 $15, 454 $15, 900 $186, 526 $17, 062 $17, 508 $18, 134 $18, 670 $10, 206 $10,742 | $20,278
Class 2 12, 568 12,005 13,432 13, 869 14, 306 14,743 15, 180 15,617 16, 054 16, 491
Class 3 10, 343 10, 702 11, 061 11,420 11,770 138 12,497 12, 856 13,215 13, 574
Class 4 8, 627 8,923 9,219 9, 515 9,811 10, 107 10, 403 10, 680 10, 995 11, 201
Class 5 7,779 8, 044 8, 300 8 574 8,839 9, 104 9, 369 0, 634 9,899 10, 164
Class 6 7,025 7,250 7,408 7, 7,961 8,195 8,420 8, 663 8, 897 9,131
Class 7 6,453 6, 666 6,879 7,002 7,305 7,518 7,731 7,044 8, 157 8,370
Class 8. 5,710 5,002 6,004 6, 286 6, 478 8, 670 6, 862 7,054 7,246 7,438 .
Class 9. 5,210 5,882 5, 654 5,726 5,898 6,070 6,242 6,414 6, 586 6,758
Class 10 4,659 4,815 4,971 5,127 5,283 5,439 5, 595 5,751 5,907 6,063™.

On page 29, in line 3, strike out “41, per
centum” and insert in lieu thereof “4 per
centum®.

On page 34, in line 1, strike out “41; per
centum” and insert in lieu thereof “4 per
centum"”.

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Chairman, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state his parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I
have amendments in my hand with
schedules setting the rates at a 3-percent
increase, which I wish to offer as a sub-

stitute for the amendments offered by
the gentleman from Arizona.

Would I be in order to make the same
request for unanimous consent to offer
these amendments en bloc and to have
them considered en bloc, as substitute
amendments?

The CHATRMAN. The gentleman will
be permitted to make that request.

SUBSTITUTE AMENDMENTS OFFERED BY
MR. DERWINSKI

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I

offer substitute amendments and ask

unanimous consent that they be con-
sidered en bloec.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Illinois?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-
port the substitute amendments.

The Clerk read the amendments of-
fered by Mr. DERWINSKI as a substitute
for the amendments offered by Mr.
Ubavrr, as follows:

On page 2, strike out the schedule imme-

diately following line 7 and insert in lieu
thereof the following schedule:

“Per annum rates and steps
"Gl‘ado
1 2 3 4 i) 6 7 8 9 10

$3, 405 $3, 610 $3, 725 $3,840 $3,955 $4, 070 $4, 185 $4, 300 $4,415 , 530
3,800 3,925 4, 050 4,176 4, 300 4,425 4, 550 4,675 4, 800 S: 925
4,120 4, 260 4,400 4, 540 4, 680 4,820 4,960 5, 100 5, 240 5, 380
4, 615 4,770 4,925 5, 080 5, 285 5, 390 5, 545 5, 700 5, 855 6,010
5,150 5, 320 5,400 5, 660 5, 830 6, 000 6, 170 6, 340 6, 510 6, 680
5, 670 5, 860 6, 060 6, 240 6,430 6, 620 6,810 7, 000 7,190 7,830
6, 220 6,430 6, 640 6, 850 7,060 7,270 480 7,690 7,900 8,110
GS8-8 -— 6, 820 7, 050 7,280 7,510 7,740 7,970 8, 200 8,430 8, 660 8,800
Gs-9 7,445 7, 695 7,045 8,195 8,445 8, 605 8, 45 9,195 9,445 9, 605
GE 8, 160 8,430 8,700 8,070 9, 240 9, 510 9,780 10, 050 10, 320 10, 590
GE 8, 920 9,220 9, 520 9,820 10, 120 10, 420 10, 720 11, 020 11, 320 11, 620
G 10, 590 10, 945 11, 300 11, 655 12,010 12, 365 12,720 13, 075 13,430 13,785
G 12,490 12, 905 13,320 13, T35 14, 150 14, 565 14, 980 15, 3056 15,810 16, 225
G 14, 640 15,130 15, 620 16, 110 16, 600 17, 090 17, 580 18, 070 , 560 19, D50
Gs 7, 17, 585 18, 150 18,715 10, 280 19, 845 20, 410 20, 975 21, 540 22,105
G8-16__ 19, 575 20, 20, 875 21, 525 22,175 22,825 23,475 24,125 vl IR

g&g 1 22,925 i 24, 405 25, 145 i<l
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On page 7, strike out the schedule immediately following line 1 and insert in lieu thereof the following schedule:
Per annum rates and steps
“PFB
2 l 3 4 & 6 T 8 9 10 11 12

1 $4,000 | $4,105 | $4,330 | $4,465 | $4,600 | $4,735 | $4,870 | $5005 | $5,140 | $5,275 | $5.410 | 85545

- e IR s e AR A TR 4, 395 4,540 4,685 4, 830 4,975 5,120 5,265 5,410 5, 565 5, 700 5,845 5, 990

3 4,750 4,910 5,070 5,230 5, 390 5, 650 5,710 5,870 6, 030 6,190 6, 350 6, 510

4 & 5, 105 5,320 5, 490 5, 060 5,830 6, 000 6,170 6, 340 6, 510 6, 680 6,850 7,020

e LS RE s e TR A 5, 505 5, 890 5,875 6, 060 6, 245 6, 430 6,815 6, 800 6, 085 7,170 7,855 | 7,540

. 5,810 6, 105 6, 300 6, 405 6, 690 fi, 885 7, 080 7,215 7,470 7, 665 7,860 8,055

7 6,330 8, 540 6, 750 6, 960 7,170 7,380 7, 590 7, 800 8,010 8, 8,430 |oumaas

- B A T T 6, 840 7,070 7,300 7, 530 7,760 7,090 8,220 8, 450 8, 630 8,910

9 e 7,410 7,655 7,900 8,145 8, 8,635 8, 880 9, 125 9,370 L1 L PSS MR
10. 8,075 8, 345 8, 615 8,885 0,155 9,425 9, 695 9, 965
b R 8,920 9,220 9, 520 9,820 | 10,120 | 10,420 | 10,720 | 11,020
12 9,870 10, 200 10, 530 10, 860 11, 160 11, 620 1,850 12, 180
RS Gt S O D L R O 10,025 | 11,200 | 11,655 | 12,020 [ 12,885 | 12,750 | 13,415 | 13,480
14 12, 060 12, 460 12, 860 13, 260 13, 660 14, 060 , 460 14, 860
15 13, 310 13, 755 14, 200 14, 845 15, 090 15, 635 15, 980 16, 425
16 14,726 | 15,215 | 15705 | 16,195 | 16,685 | 17,715 | 17,666 | 18,156
17 16,200 | 16,835 | 17,380 | 17,025 | 18,470 | 19,015 | 19,560 | 20,105
18 18, 060 18, 660 19, 260 19, B60 , 460 1, 21, 660 260
19 20, 015 , 680 21,345 22,010 22, 675 2,340 005 24,670
20 22,185 22,025 23, 665 24, 405 25, 145 | oy

and insert in lieu thereof the following schedule:

“Per annum rates and steps

1 o 3 4 5 6 7 8 92 10 T 12
Carrier in rural delivery service: Fixed com-
pensation peranmum.___________________| $2,300 $2,410 $2, 520 $2, 630 $2,740 $2, 850 $2, 060 £3, 070 $3, 180 $3, 200 $3,400 | $3,510
Compensation per mile per annum for each
mile up to 30 miles of route. ... ._.___...____. 85 &7 89 o1 63 05 o 90 m 103 105 107
For each mile of route over 30mfles__________. 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25",
On page 8, strike out the schedule immediately following line 9 and insert in lieu thereof the following schedule
Per annum rates and steps
“Revenue units
1 2 3 4 5 6 ‘i 8 ] 10 11 12
80 but less than 36. . $3, 881 §,010 $4,139 $4,268 $4,307 , 526 $4, 655 $4,784 4,013 $5,042 $5,171 | $5,300
24 but less than 30. _ 3,585 , 705 3,825 3,945 4, 085 4,185 4, 305 4,425 4,545 4, 665 4,785 4,005
18 but less than 24 2, 966 3, 065 3, 164 3,263 3, 362 3, 461 3, 560 3, 650 3,758 3,857 3, 056 4,055
12 but less than 18. 2,320 2,397 2,474 2, 651 2,628 2,705 2,782 2,859 2,936 3,013 3,000 3, 167
Gbutlesshan 12, . i i e it 1, 670 1,726 1,782 1,838 1,894 1,950 2,006 2,062 2,118 2,174 2,230 2,288
Lessthan 6.-—-._.. 1,347 1,302 1,437 1,482 1,627 1,572 1,617 1,662 1,707 1,762 1,797 1,842,
On page 19, strike out the schedule immediately following line 8 and insert in lieu thereof the following schedule:
$23,430 $24,210 - TR MR S BT A ) i S e B R A A e
18, 915 19, 545 20,175 $20, 805 $21,435 $22, 085 $22, 005
15, 365 15,875 16,385 16, 895 17,4 17,916 18, 425
12, 490 2, 905 13, 320 18, 735 14, 150 14, 565 14, 830
10,2756 10, 620 10, 985 11,310 11,655 12, 000 12, 345
8, 570 8, 855 9, 140 425 9,710 9,995 10, 280
7,225 7,465 7,705 7,945 8,185 8,425 8, 665
220 6,430 6, 640 6, 850 7, 060 7,270 7,480"
On page 19, strike out the schedule immediately following line 14 and insert in lleu thereof the following schedule:
$15, 365 $15,875 $16, 385 $186, 895 $17,405 $17,9015 $18, 425 $18, 935 $10, 445 $10, 055
12, 490 12, 905 13,320 13,735 14, 150 14, 565 14, 980 15, 395 15, 810 16, 225
10, 275 10, 620 10, 965 11,310 11, 655 12,000 12,345 12, 690 13, 035 13, 380
8, 570 8,855 9,140 9,425 8,70 9, 995 10, 280 10, 565 10, 850 11,135
7,725 7,880 8,235 8, 490 8,746 9, 000 9, 256 9,510 , 765 10, 020
6, 085 7,195 7,425 7, 665 7,885 8 115 8,345 8,575 8,805 9,035
6, 380 6, 505 6,810 7,025 7: 240 7,455 7,670 7,885 8,100 8,315
5, 655 5,845 €, 085 6,225 g: 415 6, 605 8, 795 6,985 7,178 7,865
5, 160 5,330 5, 500 5,670 840 6,010 6,180 6, 350 6, 520 6, 690
4,615 4,770 4,925 5,080 5,235 5, 890 5, 545 5, 700 5,855 6,010".

On page 16, strike out line 22 and all that
follows through line 16 on page 18 and in-
sert in leu thereof the following:

“SECTION 4103 SCHEDULE

“Assistant Chief Medical Director, $25,235.

“Medical Director, $22,1856 minimum to
$25,145 maximum.

“Director of Nursing Service, $17,020 mini-
mum to $22,1056 maximum.

“Director of Chaplaln Service, $17,020 mini-
mum to $22,105 maximum.

“Chief Pharmacist, $17,020 minimum to
$22,105 maximum.

“Chief Dietitian, $17,202 minimum to $22,-
105 maximum.

“{b) (1) The grades and per annum full-
pay ranges for positions provided in para-
graph (1) of section 4104 of this title shall
be as follows:

“Physician and dentist schedule
“Director grade, 819,675 minimum to $24-

T75 maximum,

“Executive grade, $18,256 minimum to
$23,745 maximum.

Chief grade, $17,020 minimum to $22,106
maximum. ]

“Senior grade, $14,640 minimum to $19,-

060 maximum.

“Intermediate grade, $12,490 minimum to
$16,225 maximum,

“Full grade, $10,5690 minimum to $13,785
maximum.

“Associate grade, $8,920 minimum to $11,-
620 maximum,

“Nurse schedule

“Assistant Director grade, $14,640 mini-
mum to $19,060 maximum.

“Chief grade, $12,490 minimum to $16,225
maximum.
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“Senior grade, $10,590 minimum to $13,785
maximum.

“Intermediate grade, $8,920 minimum to
$11,620 maximum.

“FPull grade, $7,445 minimum to §9,695
maximum.

“Assoclate grade, $6,610 minimum to $8,445
maximum.

“Junior grade, $5,670 minimum to $7,380
maximum.”

On page 20, in line 3, strike out “4l; per
centum” and insert in lieu thereof “3 per
centum. a

On page 34, in line 1, strike out “41, per
centum"” and insert in lieu thereof “3 per
centum”,

Mr. DERWINSKI (interrupting the
reading). Mr. Chairman, I ask unani-
mous consent that further reading of
the amendments be dispensed with, and
that they be printed in the Recorp at
this point.

The CHATRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Illinois?

There was no objection.

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I
referred earlier in the debate on the bill

to the fact that I would offer these.

amendments. Lest there be any mis-
understanding I do not wish to be re-
ported as the original author of these
amendments. The real authorship lies
in the administrators of the executive
branch of the Government who pro-
posed this rate increase to the commit-
tee.

Therefore, since there seems to be a
rather bashful attitude on the majority
side in supporting the recommendations
of the administration, I find myself in
a slightly embarrassing position, as a
poor Republican rushing to the rescue of
the administration.

What I have offered to the House in
the form of the substitute amendments
is the Administration proposal. It calls
for a 3-percent level of pay increase as
contrasted to the 414 percent in the bill
and the 4 percent as offered by the
gentleman from Arizona.

Mr, Chairman, in support of my sub-
stitute amendments may I say I believe
this would be a very practical and
economic step. They conform to the
guidelines the President has so eloquently
defended over the past year.

They would conform to the guidelines
that the President so effectively imposed
on the steel industry and the steel union.
Therefore I feel it would be most con-
sistent to have the House support the
President’s position and on behalf of the
President without, of course, immediate
direct support from the President, but
on behalf of his administration I offer
this substitute.

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the substitute offered by
the gentleman from Illinois. I regret
very much to find the distinguished gen-
tleman from Illinois in the position of
being a rubber stamp for the Johnson
administration. I ask that his amend-
ment be rejected and that the amend-
ment I have offered be approved.

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Chairman, I find
myself in the happy position of being
against both motions at the same time.
The gentleman from Illinois here pro-
poses to cut back this bill to 3 percent.
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The gentleman from Arizona proposes
to cut it back to 4 percent. The bill
which was reported out of the commit-
tee calls for 415 percent. The majority
of the committee, I think he quoted it
at 20 to 3, came out with this bill and
said right in the report:

The purpose of this legislation is to hon-
or—through moderate but timely and mean-
ingful salary adjustments—the pledges made
by the committee, by the Congress, and by
two Presidents of the United States that
Federal salary rates shall be comparable with
those paid by private enterprise for the same
levels of work.

This principle of comparahbility was strong-
ly reaflirmed by President Lyndon B. John-
son in his message on pay increases.

Now, then, if that was a right and
proper decision last month, why is it not
a right and proper decision today?

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CORBETT. I certainly will.

Mr. UDALL. I will tell him why it is
not a right and proper decision today.

Mr. CORBETT. First I would like to

know the condition of the gentleman's
arm.
Mr. UDALL. My arm is in good shape.
I can tell the gentleman it has not been
twisted recently. The reason it is logical
now is I want, and I think the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania wants, a salary
bill this year and not a lot of conversa-
tion and dispute. The hard, cold fact
is that at this late stage of the session,
if we are going to do something for the
Federal employees in justice and at least
to keep the comparability principle from
fading away on the horizon any farther,
we have to retreat to a bill which the
other body will take and that we have
a chance of getting signed this year. I
made my decision to offer this amend-
ment on that basis.

Mr. CORBETT. Just a minute. The
gentleman knows that the other body
will do exactly what it pleases. Then
we will be in a conference committee and
we will then have some discussion back
and forth. Something is going to happen
by way of a compromise somewhere.

I hate to see this splendid majority
of our committee and this body back
down from what it believes to be right
just because they think somewhere else
there are going to be some mistakes
made. Now, on this particular matter,
I would say the majority of the members
of the committee voted for 41%-percent
increases all along the line, and they went
further and said here in order to bring
this thing more up to date let us go along
and provide for a second installment of
the increase for next year. So we went
along and did that. I think if we do
adopt either of these motions, we will
have been backing down from a position
that is proper and that we will have been
submitting to something, and I do not
know what it is but I recognize that when
we had the military pay raise before us
here we went right ahead and voted along
with the committee. The bill was signed
with plenty to spare. I am among those
who think that this House ought to work
its will and ought to follow the recom-
mendations of the committee made last
August. I think above all else that the
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committee ought to follow its own judg-
ment.

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike out the requisite number
of words.

Mr. Chairman, I am happy in this in-
stance to follow the leadership of the dis-
tinguished ranking minority member of
this committee in opposing both amend-
ments. I am sure that the distinguished
chairman of the subcommittee desires a
415-percent increase as much as anyone
on the floor. After all it is his bill.
Therefore I am supporting his original
and most desirable position in support-
ing the ranking minority member, and
opposing these decreases.

Referring now to the gentleman from
Illinois, I want to congratulate him for
his consistency in the position he has
assumed here as floor leader for the ad-
ministration. What I want to know is
this. Has the administration been con-
verted to the philosophy of the gentle-
man from Illinois? If it has, this is com-
parable to the experience of the Apostle
Paul on the road to Damascus, in which
he was suddenly and totally converted
and changed.

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BUCHANAN. Iyield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. DERWINSKI. The gentleman, of
course, is being slightly facetious, and I
want to admit to the House that I have
been slightly facetious in the position
which I assume in support of the Presi-
dent’s proposal. I am not really that
great an advocate of the Great Society.
But on August 9, I would like to remind
the Members, the President signed a bill
setting up a 40-hour week for post-
masters. I was there with numerous
other Members; we received a pen and
witnessed an impressive ceremony. Here
is what the President said at that time:

We have made recommendations for pay
raises, and I think there is even some talk
that you might want to spend more money
in that regard than we have recommended.
And I shouldn't be surprised that you don't
take some action along that line.

I do want to say to all of you that it is
going to be pretty difficult for the President
to be the first person to be the chief
wrecker of a noninflationary wage and price
policy. President Kennedy established some
guidelines, and I have signed two military
pay bills * * * in 20 months. We had a
substantial bill last year. We had one this
year. And I am going to recommend one
next year.

But I do hope that I am not confronted
with a request from the unions and from the
employers of this country that say to me:
Mr. President, you are an employer and you
decided that you could give z percent in-
crease; and we think we ought to be allowed
to have the same privilege that you have;
because if you do that, you are going to
promote. inflation, and our whole noninfla-
tionary price policy is going by the wayside.

Therefore I say that the easiest way to
get a bill is to pass a 3-percent bill that
will meet the President’s standards. The
other body I am sure will be most coop-
erative and then we can all adjourn in
a few weeks having provided all Federal
employees with a pay raise that they
deserve.

Therefore, in all logic, let us get be-
hind my amendment and the President.
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Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike out the requisite number
of words.

Mr. Chairman, first of all, I would like
to compliment the distinguished chair-
man of the subcommittee, the gentleman
from Arizona, for the tremendous job he
and his colleagues on the committee have
done in bringing H.R. 10281 before the
House. Ihavelong been interested in the
principle that employees of the Federal
Government should be compensated on a
basis comparable to employees of private
industry. While the present bill does
not by any means finish the job of
achieving comparability, it goes a long
way in that direction.

As the gentleman from Arizona knows,
I have been greatly interested in the
matter of providing protection, as a
matter of law, to those Federal employees
who are prohibited by their religion from
working on certain days. In March of
this year I introduced H.R. 6873 which
would accomplish that objective by as-
suring such employees time off from duty
on such days, the time to be made up on
other days under appropriate regulations.

According to the information I have,
many employees who are in this position
are in fact accommodated under in-
formal arrangements worked out with
their supervisors and with their fellow
employees. In my opinion, however,
such informal accommodations are an
unreliable and unsatisfactory way of as-
suring these employees that they will
not be required to violate their religious
obligations. They should be given that
protection as a matter of right and not
as a matter of informal accommodation.

If HR. 10281 is adopted, it may well
be that provision should be made so that
employees who cannot work on certain
days for religious reasons would be fairly
treated with regard to overtime, neither
favored nor penalized because of their
religious obligations.

As the gentleman from Arizona knows,
I have discussed with him the possibility
of amending H.R. 10281 to cover these
matters. After discussions with him and
with representatives of various employee
organizations affected, I have concluded
that it would be undesirable and pre-
mature to introduce such amendments
at this time.

I do hope, however, that it will be pos-
sible for hearings to be scheduled early
next year on H.R. 6873 and similar bills
which have been introduced so that we
may proceed to give full consideration
to the need for seeing to it that Federal
employees who are forbidden to work
on certain days are not penalized or dis-
criminated against.

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BINGHAM. I would be happy to
vield to the gentleman from Arizona.

Mr. UDALL, Mr, Chairman, I feel that
the Federal employees of this country
who have religious obligations on days
other than Sunday, owe a real debt of
gratitude to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. Bincaam]. Because of some
practical and technical and difficult
drafting reasons we were unable to agree
to the amendment which he proposed.
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But I want to assure the gentleman from
New York that our committee will look
into this matter very seriously next year.
The gentleman has played a big part in
bringing it to our attention. I believe we
can resolve these things and we ought to
resolve them.

Mr. BINGHAM. I thank the gentle-
man from Arizona.

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr.Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
position that has been taken by the dis-
tinguished ranking minority member of
the committee, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. CoreeTT], in opposi-
tion to both amendments. I believe that
the level which is provided for in the
committee bill is a practical level. I be-
lieve that one of the greatest assets the
taxpayers of the United States have is
the experience of our Government em-
ployees.

Mr. Chairman, recruiting is much
more expensive than retention. I believe
that retention is more likely at the level
provided in the committee bill. I believe
it will represent an economy in the long
run to keep it at that level.

Mr. Chairman, I hope that both
amendments are rejected.

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the requisite
number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
both amendments.

Mr. Chairman, I believe that the in-
tegrity of the Post Office and Civil Serv-
ice Committee demands that we in the
House look at these amendments more
carefully. When the committee has
come up with its decision and made up
its mind, and made it up 20 to 3, that is
no small margin., It represents a de-
cided opinion.

Likewise, while I admire the gentle-
man from Arizona, I dislike hearing a
loud, clear call for retreat of one-half
percent in the pay raise for postal work-
ers and Government employees. To me
the difference between 4.5 percent and 4
percent is not a real economy. It repre-
sents just a gesture of retreat toward the
President’s position. If the House is go-
ing to adopt the President’s position,
then the position of the gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. DERWINSKI] must be taken.
I strongly oppose that position, because
that represents a 33%;-percent whack
out of this bill, and destroys the pledge
of Congress for comparability of U.S.
postal workers and Federal employees
with private industry employees.

Mr. Chairman, we in this House should
really be interested in comparability of
U.S. Government employees with private
industry even under this particular bill,
at 4.5 percent increase in salaries we are
not even matching that comparability at
this time which this Congress promised
our U.S. employees in 1962.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the
gentleman from Arizona [Mr. UpaLL] a
question with reference to amount.

If we take his 4-percent raise figure,
we are talking about a 4-percent figure
for this year but would we be binding
ourselves for next year too?

Mr, UDALL., Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield, not at all. There
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is no relationship whatsoever to the 4-
percent figure this year and the formula
raise which is provided for next year. In
fact, if my amendment is agreed to, you
actually increase the amount of the raise
next year because one of the factors in
next year's raise is half of the lag. If
you do not take up the lag this year, you
have to make up one-half of it next year.

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. One
further question.

How about the amendment of the
gentleman from Illinois? What does
that do next year?

Mr. UDALL. If the gentleman will
yield further, it has no effect on the raise
for next year at all. If would still occur
under the formula as provided in the bill.

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. Why
does the gentleman take the position that
a one-half of 1 percent cut is now indi-
cated? What happened to make the
gentleman feel that it should be this
particular amount? Certainly it was not
just a figure taken out of the air. Or
was it to help a little to soften an ap-
proach toward the position of the Presi-
dent? Or is it just because you think
you can get that figure through the Con-
gress and past the President?

Mr. UDALL, Ihave lived with this bill
for 6 months, and it is my judgment in
view of the realities of adjournment at
hand, the realities of the other body and
the administration’s position and what
it might do to delay or defeat or bring
about a veto of the bill, that we are
either going to reduce it to 4 percent and
get a bill this year, or we are going to
stand pat and get no bill. That is my
judgment in the matter.

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. There
was voted out of the committee just 2
months ago an increase of 4.5 percent.
This is a pretty quick switch. I have
been in Congress the past several years,
and I must say that the House has stood
firm when it decided on a Federal pay
raise. In our pay raise fight I voted
twice to override President Eisenhower’s
veto because I felt the cause was right.
I do not believe President Johnson will
veto this bill for a matter of one-half of
1 percent.

For economy, Congress might cut
Government services, but should not
start on the U.S. Government career
services. These are our fine and loyal
U.S. employees, and let us treat them as
such as Congress has the responsibility
for them and their families. In 1962
Congress said to the U.S. Government
employees “we will give you compara-
bility.” That to me is a real promise and
Congress should make its word good.

I strongly favor passage of the full
415 -percent pay raise for Federal em-
ployees, and postal workers, as contained
in the bill reported out by the House
Post Office and Civil Service Committee.

The CHATRMAN. The question is on
the substitute offered by the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr, DERWINSKI].

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. DERWINSKI)
there were—ayes 8, noes 103.

So the substitute was rejected.

The CHATRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Arizona [Mr. UpaALLl.
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The question was taken; and on & di-
vision (demanded by Mr. CorBeTT) there
were—ayes 107, noes 33.

So the amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. UDALL

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. UpaLL: On page
26, strike out “or” at the end of line 5; im-
mediately following line 5 insert the follow-

new paragraph:
mﬁ('i) ol;ic:g ag:d employees of the Tennes-
see Valley Authority; and”.

And renumber paragraph (7) as para-
graph (8).

Mr. UDALL, Mr. Chairman, this is a
technical amendment. I have three
more similar technical amendments.
This one deals with the severance pay
feature of the bill. For many years the
Tennessee Valley Authority has had a
severance pay system which it negotiated
with its employee organization.

Through an inadvertence, this lan-
guage would apply the new severance pay
system to the TVA. The officers and di-
rectors of the TVA and their counsel are
anxious that they continue to have their
present system which is very satisfac-
tory.

r'1,:1:113 chairman of the committee, the
distinguished gentleman from Tennessee
[Mr. Murray] urged me to offer this
amendment in his behalf. It is a good
amendment and I urge that it be adopted.

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Chairman,

will the gentleman yield?
Mr. UDALL. I yield to the gentle-
man

Mr. DERWINSKI. I would like to
point out to the House that all these
amendments are completely acceptable.
They are all technical amendments and
perfecting amendments and they deserve
the support of the Members.

May I also point out at this time. if
the gentleman will permit me, in view
of the rather one-sided defeat that I
suffered a few moments ago and in order
to expedite matters and save the time of
the House, I will surrender my gavel on
behalf of the President and will not this
afternoon offer any more administration
amendments.

Mr. UDALL. I appreciate the state-
ment of the Johnson administration ma-
jority floor leader.

Mr. Chairman, I ask that the amend-
ment be agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Arizona [Mr. UpaLLl.

The amendment was agreed to.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BEY MR. UDALL

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Uparn: On
page 34, immediately following line 13, in-
sert the following:

“{e) Nothing contained in this section
shall be deemed to authorize any increase
in the rates of compensation of officers and
employees whose rates of compensation are
fixed and adjusted from time to time as
nearly as is consistent with the publiec in-
terest in accordance with prevalling rates
or practices.

“(d) Nothing contained in this section
shall affect the authority contained in any
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law pursuant to which rates of compensation
may be fixed by administrative action.”

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, this is a
technical amendment also suggested by
the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr.
Murray]l on behalf of the Tennessee
Valley Authority. They now have a
wage board or a similar system by which
many pay schedules are fixed adminis-~
tratively. There was some fear that the
language of the bill as now written
would disturb that very satisfactory sys-
tem.

The language of this amendment is
only technical in nature and perfecting
and I ask that the amendment be agreed

to.

The CHATRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Arizona [Mr. UpaLL].

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. UDALL

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. UpaLL: On page
10, the sentence beginning in line 16 is
amended to read as follows: “To provide
service on days other than those included in
the basic workweek, the Postmaster General
(1) shall establish work schedules in ad-
vance for annual rate regular employees
consisting of flve eight-hour days in each
week and (2) may assign substitute employ-
ees to duty on days in addition to the days
included in the basic workweek.”

Mr. UDALL, Mr. Chairman, after the
bill was drafted, both the employee or-
ganizations and the Post Office Depart-
ment were concerned that the language
might prevent the assignment of sub-
stitutes to work on Sundays. It is not
intended either by the Department, by
the authors of the bill, or the employee
organizations.

This amendment was worked out to
clarify this to make sure that the orig-
inal intent of the bill is carried out.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Arizona [Mr. UpaLL].

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. UDALL

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr, UpaLL: On page
12, strike out beginning with line 8 on down
through line 9 on page 13 and insert in lieu
thereof the following:

“{c) For officilally ordered or approved
time worked on a day referred to as a holiday
in the Act of December 26, 1941 (55 Stat.
862; 5 U.B.C. 87b), or on a day designated
by Executive order as a holiday for Federal
employees, under regulations prescribed by
the Postmaster General, an employee in the
PFS schedule shall receive extra compensa-
tion, in addition to any other compensation
provided for by law, as follows:

“{1) Bach annual rate regular employee
in or below salary level PFS-10 shall be paid
extra compensation at the rate of 100 per
centum of the hourly rate of basic compen-
sation for his level and step computed by
dividing the scheduled annual rate of baslc
compensation by 2,080.

“(2) Each annual rate regular employee
in or above salary level PFS-11 shall be
granted compensatory time in an amount
equal to the time worked on such holiday
within thirty working days thereafter or, in
the discretion of the Postmaster General, in
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lieu thereof shall be pald extra com-
pensation for the time so worked at
the rate of 100 per centum of the
hourly rate of basic compensation for
his level and step computed by dividing the
scheduled annual rate of basic compensation
by 2,080.

*(3) For work performed on Christmas
Day (A) each annual rate regular employee
shall be pald extra compensation at the rate
of 150 per centum of the hourly rate of basic
compensation for his level and step, com-
puted by dividing the scheduled annual rate
of basic compensation by 2,080, and (B) each
substitute employee shall be paid extra com-
pensation at the rate of 50 per centum of

the hourly rate of basic compensation for
his level and step.”

Mr. UDALL (during the reading of the
amendment). Mr. Chairman, this is a
rather lengthy technical amendment and
deals with a very minor subject. I ask
unanimous consent that the further
reading of the amendments be dispensed
with and that it be printed in full in the
RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Arizona [Mr. UpaLL]?

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, reserving
the right to object, would the gentleman
explain what this amendment is about?

Mr. UDALL. Yes; I intend to.

This amendment on page 12 of the
committee bill rewrites the entire holi-
day pay subsection so as to eliminate a
possible inequity that might have oc-
curred under the language of the kLill as
reported. We found, for example, that
the language of the reported bill would
have permitted substitute clerks to work
on holidays to be paid for such work at
the rate of only $2.40 an hour. Extra
workers under the present law are paid
$2.48 an hour when called on to work on
holidays. This has the approval of both
the Department and the employee or-
ggpgzatlons and there is no objection

1L,

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I with-
draw my reservation of objection.

The CHATRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Arizona that the further reading of the
amendment be dispensed with?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Arizona [Mr. UpaLL].

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MRS. SULLIVAN

Mrs. SULLIVAN. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mrs. SuLLivan: On
page 25, line 13, strike out “the several States
and the District of Columbia” and insert in
lieu thereof ‘‘the several States, the District
of Columbia, and the Canal Zone".

Mrs. SULLIVAN. Mr. Chairman, the
purpose of this amendment is to correct
an oversight in the bill and provide for
severance pay for aliens employed in the
Canal Zone by the U.S. Government on
the same basis on which the bill other-
wise extends this benefit to aliens em-
ployed by the United States “in the sev-
eral States and the District of Colum-
bia.” I might say that we are obligated
by treaty with the Republic of Panama
to assure to Panamanian citizens em-
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ployed by the canal or the railroad
equality of treatment with employees
who are citizens of the United States of
America. This was agreed to in the
treaty of 1936. It was fortified further
in the treaty of 1955, which required
that equal basic wages be paid to em-
ployees in the Canal Zone irrespective of
whether the individual concerned is a
citizen of the United States or of the
Republic of Panama.

The Members of this House all know,
from my remarks here last Thursday,
and the private discussions I have had
with so many of the individual Members,
how strongly I feel about the proposals
this Government of ours has agreed to
in principle dealing with what amounts
to a giveaway of the present Panama
Canal. As chairman of the Subcommit-
tee on the Panama Canal of the Commit-
tee on Merchant Marine, and Fisheries,
I am vigorously opposed to turning over
the canal, or an equal share in its man-
agement, to the small group of ruling
families of Panama who would seek to
exploit it entirely for their own financial
gain. This has been the history of every
transfer of assets of the Panama Canal
Company to the Republic of Panama,
particularly in the 1955 treaty. I have
maintained that the average citizen of
Panama would derive little or no benefit
from a further giveaway of Canal Com-
pany assets to Panama—furthermore
that many of the present Panamanians
employed in the Canal Zone would lose
their jobs because they would be replaced
at much lower wage rates.

All of that, however, has nothing to do
with our obligation fo observe treaty
commitments we have already made, and
particularly to assure fair treatment on
an equal basis for those Panamanian
citizens who, over many years and onto
the third generation, have given loyal
and conscientious and faithful service to
the U.S. Government in the Canal Zone.

Providing them with severance pay
on the same basis as we are providing in
this bill for severance pay for U.S. Gov-
ernment workers—citizen or alien—in
the United States itself would be a fur-
ther demonstration of the fact that the
United States wants to help the people
of Panama, not exploit them, as their
own leaders so often do.

Therefore, I call upon the House in
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union to demonstrate once
again, as we have done so often in the
past, that we appreciate faithful service
rendered to the United States by the
aliens we employ in the Canal Zone, and
that we continue to adhere to the com-
mitments we have made for their wel-
fare.

Mr, UDALL. Mr. Chairman, will the
distinguished gentlewoman yield to me?

Mrs. SULLIVAN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Arizona.

Mr. UDALL. In order to keep our
treaty commitments and to treat Pana-
manian citizens properly and in the
fashion we agreed to treat them, the
amendment is necessary, and I am
happy to agree to it and to accept it.

Mrs. SULLIVAN. I thank the gentle-
man.
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Mr, CORBETT. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. SULLIVAN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. CORBETT. I find no objection
to the amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from Missouri [Mrs. SULLIVAN].
I am happy to accept it.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
agreeing to the amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. BROYHILL: of Virginia. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the last word.

I have previously notified Members of
the House that I had planned to offer an
amendment to this section of the bill
which would in effect repeal the con-
fusing, archaic, 12-step—or what is now
an 11-step—formula for computing the
salaries of the staffs of individual Mem-
bers of Congress.

This bill today will provide another
step, a 12th step, in this complicated
formula.

Many Members have told me that they
would like to see the formula repealed
and have one flat gross amount stated
so that we would all know where we
stood. Some Members have told me
that the only objection to such an
amendment, the only reason why it has
not been repealed long ago, was that the
present formula serves to prevent the
public from knowing exactly what we
are paying our employees.

I do not believe that is the case. If
it were the case with any individual
Member, we should be ashamed of it.
That should not be an excuse for not
repealing this. The public should know.
In fact, I believe they do know.

More important, we should know our-
selves what salary allowances we have
and should provide a more convenient
way in which to distribute our salary
allowances,

I have been advised that a member of
the Committee on House Administration
would raise a point of order in the event
that I offered the proposed amendment.
I have been advised that possibly it would
be ruled not germane by the present
occupant of the chair. In view of that,
I will withhold the amendment.

I have been advised also by the gen-
tleman from Maryland [Mr. FrRIEDEL],
the chairman of the subcommittee of the
Committee on House Administration
which handles these matters, that he will
give us a hearing on this matter if I in-
troduce the proposal in the form of a
separate bill.

Is that a correct understanding?

Mr. FRIEDEL. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. I yield
to the gentleman from Maryland.

Mr. FRIEDEL. The gentleman has
stated it correctly. We will hold hear-
ings in the latter part of January or the
1st of February next year. There will
be a thorough hearing. We will go into
it thoroughly. Perhaps we will adopt

the bill. I do not know what the Mem-
bers will desire to do. We will consider
the bill.

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. I thank

the gentleman.
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The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:
TITLE II
Short Title
Sec. 201. This title may be cited as the
"Federal Balary Review Commission Act”,

Federal Salary Review Commission

Sec. 202, (a) There is hereby established
& bipartisan commission, to be known as the
“Federal Salary Review Commission” (herein-
after referred to as the “Commission”),
which shall be composed of eleven members,
of whom (1) five shall be appointed by the
President of the United States, not more
than three of whom shall be of the same
political party and one of whom so desig-
nated by him shall be Chairman; (2) two
shall be appointed by the President of the
Senate, who shall not be of the same political
party; (3) two shall be appointed by the
Speaker of the House of Representatives, who
shall not be of the same political party;
and (4) two shall be appointed by the Chief
Justice of the United States, who shall not
be of the same political party.

(b) No person holding any office, appoint-
ive or elective, under the United States (ex-
cept retired officers or employees) shall be
eligible for appointment to the Commission.
The first members of the Commission shall
be appointed not later than January 31,
1066, and shall serve for one year. New
members shall be appointed not later than
January 31 every fourth year thereafter, be-
ginning in 1970, for the same term. Mem-
bers shall not be eligible for reappointment.
Members shall receive no compensation for
their services but shall be relmbursed for
necessary expenses incurred In the perform-
ance of their duties.

(¢) Appointment of employees may be
without regard to the civil service laws, but
their compensation shall be in accordance
with the Classification Act of 1949, as
amended. Executive departments and
agenciles whose employees are compensated
under the statutory salary systems may de-
tail employees for service with the Commis-
sion without reimbursement. The services
of experts and consultants may be obtained
by the Commission under the authority of
section 156 of the Administrative nses
Act of 1946, as amended (5 U.S.C. 55a), at
rates not to exceed $100 per diem. Neces-
sary funds are authorized to be appropriated
for expenses of the Commission.

Commission salary reviews and reports

Sec. 203. (a) The Commission shall review
the compensation, including rates of basic
compensation and other forms of compen-
sation, of (1) Senators, Representatives, and
the Resident Commissioner from Puerto
Rico; (2) Justices and Judges of the United
States; and (3) the salary levels established
under the Federal Executive Salary Act of
1064, with a view to maintaining proper
levels and relationships among the rates of
basic compensation of these officers and
salary levels, and with the salary rates of the
Classification Act of 1949, as amended.

(b) The Commission shall also review the-
principles, concepts, structures, and inter-
relationships of the statutory salary systems
governing the compensation of Federal civil-
ian employees of the executive departments
and agencies.

{c) The Commission shall submit to the
President not later than January 1, 1967, and
January 1 of every fourth year thereafter be-
ginning in 1971, a report containing its
recommendations concerning rates of basic
compensation and other forms of compen-
sation for the categories referred to in sub-
section (a) of this section, concerning the
principles, structure, and rates of the
statutory salary systems referred to in sub-
section (b) of this section, and concerning
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such other matters relating to compensa-

tion as it deems pertinent.

Submission of compensation recommenda-
tions to Congress

Sec. 204. The President, after considera-
tion of such report, shall transmit to the
Congress, not later than March 31, 1967,
and not later than March 31 of every fourth
year thereafter, beginning in 1971, his
recommendations as to the rates of basic
compensation for the categories referred to
in section 203 (a) and (b) of this title,
Permanent system for the establishment and

maintenance of proper salary relation-

ships in Federal executive, judicial, con-
gressional, and career salaries

BEec. 206. Whenever the salary rates of the
‘General Schedule of the Classification Act of
1949, as amended, are increased by or pur-
suant to law, the salary rate of each office
or position within the purview of sections
203 and 204 of title II, sections 303 and 304
of title ITI, and section 403 of title IV, of the
Government Employees Salary Reform Act of
1964, as amended (78 Stat. 400), shall be
increased automatically, effective at the be-
ginning of the next Congress which begins
immediately following the Congress during
which the salary rates of such schedule are
s0 increased, by a percentage equal to the
greater of—

(1) the percentage of the increase so made
in the maximum salary rate of such schedule,
or

(2) the average percentage of the in-
creases so made in the respective maximum
salary rates of all grades of such schedule.

Mr. UDALL (interrupting the read-
ing). Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous
consent that further reading of title II
be dispensed with, that it be printed in
the Recorp at this point and considered
as open to amendment at any point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Arizona?

There was no objection.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BROYHILL OF
NORTH CAROLINA

Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina.
Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. BROYHILL of
North Carolina: On page 38, strike out line
9 and all that follows through line 6 on
page 39.

Mr. CORBETT. Mr.
parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. CORBETT. I wish to propose a
substitute for the amendment. Shall I
offer that now, or after the gentleman
is recognized to speak on his amend-
ment?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will
state that the gentleman’s substitute
amendment will be in order and may be
offered after the gentleman from North
Carolina [Mr. BRoyHILL], has used his
time.

Mr. BROYHILIL of North Carolina.
Mr. Chairman, we have already dis-
cussed this amendment quite a bit dur-
ing general debate. The amendment
would strike section 205, which would
give an automatic pay increase to Mem-
bers of Congress, Cabinet officers, mem-
bers of the executive branch, and also to
judges.

It is my feeling, which I stated in gen-
eral debate, that the committee and the
«Congress are abdicating their responsi-
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bility in this area. The committee and
also the Congress should go into the rec-
ommendations which will be made by the
Federal Salary Review Commission,
which is to be set up as provided in sec-
tion 202. We should go into these
recommendations very carefully and
come out with some specific recommen-
dations as to what the salaries should
be. We should not try to hide behind
any salary increases that Federal work-
ers might get under the comparability
principle. We should take out this sec-
tion and meet our responsibilities four-
square.

Mr. O'NEAL of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent to extend
my remarks at this point in the REcorbp.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Georgia?

There was no objection.

Mr. O'NEAL of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in earnest support of the
amendment of the gentleman from
North Carolina [Mr. BroyHILL] to strike
out the congressional pay raises.

While I am one of the few Members
of this House with absolutely no other
income than my salary, I am happy with
the more than generous increase last
year. I think the Congress can easily
wait until the need is urgent before
raising congressional salaries again, and
the Members can act forthrightly and
meet the issue head on when the need
does arise.

Our predecessors raised our salaries
$625 per month last year, and within 9
months of its effectiveness it is proposed
that we provide two more—not one, but
two—additional raises, the first of $100
per month.

To me this is indefensible upon any
grounds—fiscal, moral, or political, even
though the effectiveness is postponed.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. CORBETT

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Chairman, I
offer a substitute to the amendment
of the gentleman from North Carolina.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. CoRBETT a8 &
substitute for the amendment offered by the
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. BroY-
HILL]: Pages 38 and 39, strike out all of
section 205 including the center heading and
insert in lieu thereof the following: :

“PERMANENT SYSTEM FOR THE ESTABLISHMENT
AND MAINTENANCE OF PROFER SALARY RELA-
TIONSHIPS IN FEDERAL EXECUTIVE, JUDICIAL,
CONGRESSIONAL, AND CAREER SALARIES

“Sec. 205. Whenever the salary rates of the
General Schedule of the Classification Act of
1949, as amended, are increased, effective
after January 1, 1967, by or pursuant to law,
the salary rate of each office or position
within the purview of sections 203 and 204
of title II, sections 303 and 304 of title INT,
and section 403 of title IV, of the Govern-
ment Employees Salary Reform Act of 1964,
as amended (78 Stat. 400), shall be increased
automatically, effective at the beginning of
the next Congress which begins immediately
following the Congress during which the
salary rates of such schedule are so increased,
by a percentage equal to the greater of—

“(1) the percentage of the increase so made
in the maximum salary rate of such sched-
ule, or

“(2) the average percentage of the In-
creases so made in the respective maximum
salary rates of all grades of such schedule.”
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Mr. CORBETT (interrupting the read-
ing of the substitute amendment). Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
the amendment be considered as read
and be printed in the Recorp in full at
this point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Chairman, the
point of this amendment is to prevent
the necessity in the predictable future
of the Congress having to face the job
of raising its own salary by meeting here
and voting. The gentleman from Ari-
zona [Mr. UpaLLl, when he put this pro-
vision in a year ago performed a good
service because he made it possible when
the salary schedule is moving up to the
point where the congressional salary
ceiling is acting to compress the whole
salary schedule of the Federal Govern-
ment, then the congressional salary
would automatically go up in line with
the amount that level 18 goes up or the
average for the whole classified service
goes up if the compression has already
hit level 18.

This formula should be preserved. The
only way to preserve it is to adopt the
amendment I have introduced. The
choice is either to have an automatic
increase or else to come in here some-
day in a couple of years and vote a con-
gressional pay raise with all of the at-
tendant publicity and eriticism which
occurs. I think this other fact ought to
be emphasized also: If the Congress
wants to come in and vote itself a pay
raise, regardless of this provision, it can
go ahead and do it anyhow. You can
come in here and vote yourself a $5,000
increase in salary if you want to, but this
provision simply provides that for Cabi-
net officers, judges, top executives, and
Members of Congress, you can get an
automatic increase following 1969 which
will be right in harmony with the classi-
fied pay raises and keep things in proper
balance. I submit to you that this for-
mula would make a real contribution to
the continuation of orderly procedure re-
garding salaries. I sincerely hope that
it I1?;5111 pass with your enthusiastic sup-
port.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CORBETT. I yield to the gentle-
man from Nebraska.

Mr, CUNNINGHAM. What the gen-
tleman is saying is that the two raises
provided in this bill will not affect con-
gressional salaries but any raises other
than these two will provide an automatic
increase in congressional salaries?

Mr. CORBETT. I greatly appreciate
the gentleman pointing that out. In
other words, in this bill where you have
a raise occurring in October 1965 and in
October 1966, it will not become effective
in January 1967, but only pay raises that
we might pass after January 1967 will
have this effect. We will know full well
when we pass them that they will be-
come effective in 1969.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CORBETT. Yes.
gentleman.

I yield to the
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Mr. WAGGONNER. In effect what
the gentleman’s substitute does is simply
to change the effective date of the com-
mitttee bill from January 1967 to Jan-
uary 1969 but will not allow cumulative
increases passed by the Salary Act of
1965 which take effect in 1965 and 1966.

Mr. CORBETT. It would not allow
them to take effect in 1967 and, in other
words, we would not be having any con-
gressional pay raise in this bill,

Mr., POOL. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CORBETT. I yield.

Mr. POOL. In other words, what the
gentleman is telling this House is that
they are going to raise the salaries of
all Federal employees and Members of
Congress are going to wait until 1969 to
get a raise, is that right?

Mr. CORBETT. And Cabinet officers.

Mr. POOL. I am against the gentle-
man's proposal and I hope the amend-
ment is defeated.

Mr. CORBETT. I will say to the gen-
tleman that the Constitution of the
United States gives him every right to be
as wrong as he wants to be.

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, for the last 2 years I
have been engaged in urging pay raises
for Members of Congress. The one thing
that I have wanted to do—and I com-
mend the gentleman from Pennsylvania
for his very constructive part in this
matter—the one thing I have wanted to
do is to make sure that we tackle this
matter once and for all and get rid of
it, and that never again, as long as we
have a Congress, will. Members be put in
this unfortunate position of having to
come in here and being the only Fed-
eral employees that have to take a posi-
tion of voting on their own pay.

We devised a formula which simply
keeps the system in balance. It keeps
the system in balance all the way from
the top to the bottom and from now for-
evermore will make sure that congres-
sional salaries, Cabinet officers’ salaries
and Federal judges’ salaries are related
to the Federal salary system. Every time
this comes up we get an acute case of
congressional shakes and trepidations;
and Members say, If we vote a salary
raise in 1967 or 1969 or 1981 or 1985, if
there is any bill that even hints or smells
or suggests that there might be a salary
raise involved for Congress that every
Member of Congress is going to go down
the drain.

Members who were here in the last
Congress know that we faced up to this
question. I hear speeches around here
all the time to the effect, “Let us face our
responsibilities, let us not be afraid.”
This is a tough responsibility that we
have. You have got a chance now to set
up some machinery that will forever
resolve the question. All you have to do
is to march down the teller line or stand
up and be counted one time tonight, and
that will be the end of it. It will be done
for all time.

I have never talked to a Member yet
who has quarreled with the basis of what
I am trying to do here in this proposal,
in this bill, and that is set up some ade-
quate machinery. I have more confi-
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dence in the American people than to
think that they are a bunch of simple,
foolish people, unsophisticated people,
who do not recognize that this is the
biggest enterprise on earth. We are the
board of directors for a $100 billion busi-
ness. We control giant departments.
We write the laws on which depend the
safety and the welfare of the people of
this country. I think the people recog-
nize that we ought to be heard, and that
we ought to be paid at least as much as
the third vice president of some New
York bank or the second vice president
of some corporation.

Mr. Chairman, let me leave you with
one thought. Many Members have said
that a 1967 pay raise, not this year, but
next year or the year after, would be
difficult. Whatever you do, I hope and
pray that you vote down the amendment
and the Corbett substitute. If you can-
not go all the way with it, and we get
down to the question whether you are
going to have this machinery or not,
then you ought to support the gentleman
from Pennsylvania on his substitute, be-
cause this is the thing that would estab-
lish the permanent machinery. Let us
get this resolved tonight, because in the
last 100 years before 1964, Congress raised
its pay four times, an average of once
every 25 years.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I have taken a
beating on this for 2 years. If we cannot
write this permanent machinery into law
tonight, I quit; I am not going to fisht
the battle any more. And I am telling
you that it will be 15 or 20 years before
any adjustments are made for Federal
judges, Federal executives, or Members
of Congress. This is the important de=
cision that we face.

Mr. OLSEN of Montana. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. UDALL. I yield.

Mr. OLSEN of Montana. Does the
gentleman know any Member who argued
against a pay raise 2 years ago who re-
fused to accept the inecreased salary?

Mr., UDALL. I am advised by the
Sergeant at Arms that there was no such
instance.

Mr. BALDWIN. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr, HARSHA. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BALDWIN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Ohio.

Mr. HARSHA. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my remarks
immediately following the remarks of the
gentleman from California [Mr. BaLp-
WIN],

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Ohio?

There was no objection,

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BALDWIN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Michigan.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
to indicate my strong support for the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from North Carolina.

The salary of Congressmen should not
be tied automatically to the salary level
of other Federal employees. Any pro-
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posal put forth in the future to increase
the pay of postal and other civil service
employees ought to be judged on its own
merit. But a Congressman would have
difficulty judging such a proposal solely
on its merit if his own salary is going
to be affected by his vote.

Whether Federal civil service em-
ployees would gain or lose by having
their pay tied to congressional salaries
is a matter on which opinions may differ.
But there can be no doubt that the sal-
aries of Federal employees will be af-
fected by such an arrangement.

Because Congressmen are usually re-
luctant to vote themselves a pay raise—
and they do so only at infrequent inter-
vals—I am inclined to believe that Fed-
eral employees would be prejudiced and
would actually suffer in the future under
such an arrangement.

In any event, I am confident the pub-
lic interest would suffer. I feel so
strongly on this point that I intend to
vote against the pending bill unless the
automatic congressional pay feature is
removed. If the Broyhill amendment
i;ﬂ:la,dopted. then I intend to vote for the

Mr, BALDWIN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the amendment offered by
the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr.
BrovHiLL] and in opposition to the sub-
stitute offered by the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. CorBeTT].

Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that
either section 205 in the bill or the sub-
stitute offered by the gentleman from
Pennsylvania is basically a dodge as far
as congressional responsibilities are con-
cerned. In either case it is evident that
the objective of it is to enable Members
of Congress to avoid telling their con-
stituents whether or not they individu-
ally voted themselves or had any part
in pay raises affecting Members of
Congress.

Basically, Mr. Chairman, this is a
dodge of our congressional responsi-
bilities.

This is likewise true in the case of pay
for the judges and for the pay of Cabinet
officers.

Last year in our best judgment we de-
cided to make a different percentage in-
crease in the pay of the Judges of the
Supreme Court than we did in the case
of the pay of the Cabinet members or
the Members of Congress. We decided
that the pay increase for the judges
should be different percentagewise than
the pay increase for Cabinet officers, or
the pay increase for Members of
Congress.

I do not know whether 4 years from
now it will be good judgment for us to
give the same percentage increase to the
members of the judicial branch as to the
Cabinet officials or to the Members of
Congress.

Mr. Chairman, I believe we should re-
serve our right to make that decision at
that time and not dodge this responsi-
bility and go out to our constituents and
say, “Yes, we did get a pay raise, but
we had nothing to do with it; it was done
by some previous Congress and we wash
our hands of it and we have no respon-
sibility for it.”

Mr. Chairman, this is not my concept
of the responsibility given to us under
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the Constitution as the legislative branch
of the Government and for this reason
I support the Broyhill amendment.

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BALDWIN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Minnesota.

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Chairman, I sup-
port the Broyhill amendment to this
bill—because Members of Congress
should set the example in trying to hold
the line on the runaway inflationary
trend that seems to prevail.

The Broyhill amendment would strike
from this bill the salary increase proposed
for Members of Congress and I support
the amendment.

Mr. HARSHA. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the Broyhill amendment.
I had a similar amendment to offer but
because the gentleman from North
Carolina was a member of the committee
he was recognized first.

Mr. Chairman, to adopt either the pro-
visions of the bill relative to congres-
sional pay raises on the Corbett substi-
tute is to avoid our responsibilities to our
constituents. In view of our huge deficit,
the enormous expenditures for question-
able domestic programs, the additional
outlay of funds necessitated by the Viet-
namese war and the sacrifices we are
called upon to make in the cause of na-
tional defense, it is absolutely imperative
that we curtail nonessential expenditures.
Certainly after receiving a huge salary
increase last year, Congress should not
now turn around, under these circum-
stances and immediately increase its sal-
ary again. How can this Government
justify asking industry to curtail price
increases, or labor to limit wage increases
to 3 or 4 percent, then turn around and
raise the salary of Congress by more than
11 percent after such a large raise last
year. This Congress has demonstrated
very little fiscal responsibility, but to add
another pay raise now is taxing the un-
derstanding of the taxpayers.

Mr. Chairman, I urge the Committee
to adopt the Broyhill amendment.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of
the Broyhill amendment and in opposi-
tion to the amendment of the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. CORBETT].

Mr. Chairman, no maftter how thin or
thich it is cut, the Corbett amendment
means an automatic pay increase after a
period of time for Members of Congress.
In other words, Members of Congress
voting for an increase for Federal em-
ployees at a future time, will automat-
lcally benefit from the increase that they
have voted for the employees.

Mr, Chairman, I join with the gentle-
man from California [Mr. BaLpwin] in
asserting that we have no knowledge of
what the situation will be in this coun-
try 2 years hence or even a year hence
with respect to Government finances.

Mr. Chairman, this is ducking and
dodging. With the provision in the bill
or with the Corbett amendment we are
ducking and dodging on this issue. We
are riding on the coattails of salary in-
creases which the Congress itself will
vote to Federal employees.
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Mr, Chairman, I urge the House to de-
feat the Corbett amendment and adopt
the amendment which has been offered
by the gentleman from North Carolina
[Mr. BroyHILL], which will strike out
automatic pay increases for Members of
Congress.

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. Yes, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas.

Mr. PICKLE. I simply want to say
that there will be some on this side of
the aisle who share your views. I agree
with the gentleman that the Broyhill
amendment should pass and that the
Corbett amendment should not.

I believe it is our responsibility, and I
think the people expect us to come here
and say when we are going to raise our
salaries. I do not think we ought to
duck it. I think when that time comes
we ought to rise up to it and for that rea-
son I am in agreement with the gentle-
man from California [Mr. Batowin] and
the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Grossl
with whom I do not always agree, but I
do on this issue.

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. Yes, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Arizona.

Mr. UDALL. The gentleman from
Iowa says we are ducking and dodging
on this issue and let us not duck or
dodge our responsibilities.

Last year we had a pay bill which
after 15 years would have raised what
was largely an outrageously low congres-
sional salary. The gentleman from
Iowa faced his responsibility by voting
against it.

Mr. GROSS. That is right.

Mr, UDALL. Yet, when we propose
to do this in an orderly fashion and in
a permanent fashion that will

Mr. GROSS. No; I will not agree
with the gentleman that this is meeting
squarely the issue of a pay increase for
Members of Congress, the executive
branch, and the Federal judiciary.

We would not be facing up to our
responsibility in orderly fashion. We
would be riding the coattails of future
increases which we voted to employees
of the Federal Government. This is
what we will be doing unless we adopt
the Broyhill amendment.

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of the Corbett amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, let us be as practical as
we can. It is not easy for Members to
vote themselves a pay increase. As a
matter of fact, it is something we natur-
ally duck. But, let us look at the facts of
life. Sooner or later there will be an-
other congressional salary increase.
Maybe it is not going to be in 1969 or
1970, it may be in 1971 or 1975. If we
wait without setting up a proper proce-
dure we will be forced to consider tre-
mendous increases in our salaries, be-
cause a raise from $30,000 to $40,000 in
1975 would follow a pattern. The raise
from $22,500 to $30,000 was too much at
one time.

If we establish the machinery for a
small percentage increase in salaries
based on the cost of living and other
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factors, I believe it will be the most effec-
tive way of meeting this subject.

The gentleman from Arizona has spent
most of the afternoon receiving com-
mendations of Members for handling the
bill. This is the section of the bill
wherein he devoted special attention. He
recognized that it is not an easy thing
politically to be advocating a pay in-
crease for himself and 534 other Mem-
bers. But he wants to do the practical
thing. This is the practical, long-term
approach, and the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania has offered the additional prac-
ticability of not putting the burden of a
pay increase on any Member of the pres-
ent Congress.

If we want to be practical, if we want
to approach this from the standpoint of
orderly procedure, this is the answer.
We will not have to jump our salaries
years from now when the financial pres-
sures on Members may require it. We
also recognize there are individual Mem-
bers who could afford to give away their
salary, but there are Members having a
hard time making ends meet. We ean-
not adjust salaries to suit the personal
background of the individual. But we
can do the most practical thing, and that
is to accept the proposal of the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania that will estab-
lish, come 1969, in an orderly and con-
trolled way, an increase in the congres-
sional salaries.

May I point out to the gentleman from
Iowa that come 1967 we will have an-
other Federal pay bill on the floor, so that
if at that time the economic position of
the country has changed, if at that time
the cost of keeping the peace will have
risen to new heights, we could revoke the
Corbett amendment.

In other words, we will have another
shot at this. But the logical way to pro-
ceed and the really honest and effective
way to proceed is to accept the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Pennsylvania.

Mr. POOL. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DERWINSKI. I yield to the gen-
tleman.

Mr. POOL. In my opinion, the logical
way to proceed is to raise the Congress-
man’s salary every time Federal em-
ployees get a raise. Then you would not
have to come out here and try to get a
raise of $7,500 or $10,000. It is almost
impossible to get a raise. That is what
happened the last time. Be practical
about this. The American public is not
going to get mad at Congressmen for do-
ing the right thing. There is nothing
wrong with Congressmen getting the
same increases and raises that other
Federal employees get, and if anybody
can show me that I am wrong on that, I
will resign from the Congress.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield? -

Mr. DERWINSKI. I yield to the gen-
tleman.

Mr. GROSS. Now we are apparently
about fo climb on the backs of the Fed-
eral employees and get a ride; is that
about the situation?

Mr. DERWINSKI. The gentleman
from Iowa knows that I opposed last
year's congressional pay bill because it
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was too large an increase in 1 year. The
way to meet the problem is by an orderly
procedure. But so that I will not be mis-
understood, let me emphasize to the
Members that my support of the Udall-
Corbett position is an individual position.
At this point I am no longer speaking for
the administration.

Mr. RACE. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my remarks
at this point in the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Wisconsin?

There was no objection.

Mr. RACE. Mr. Chairman, the
amendment which has been offered and
of which I am a cosponsor will delete that
section of the bill which provides for
Members of Congress when other em-
ployees receive such a raise. I offer this
amendment in order that I might vote
for this bill, which would grant a much-
needed pay raise to the other men and
women who work so diligently for our
Government. If the provision for auto-
matic pay increases remains in this bill,
I am certain that many of my colleagues
from both sides of the aisle will be forced
to join with me in opposing this legis-
lation.

The pay raise for Members of Congress
could amount to almost 10 percent when
the 90th Congress convenes in January
of 1967. I oppose this raise and such
future automatic raises for two reasons:

First of all, this—the 89th Congress—
is the recipient of a whopping $7,500 per
year boost in pay increase. This raise is
more than the entire income of most of
the residents of my district.

Earlier this year, this body decided to
raise the salaries of Army privates $8 per
month but now is considering giving it-
self another raise which could amount to
$3,000 per year. I do not believe, Mr.
Chairman, that the American people will
stand for such an inequity.

Second, I recognize the fact that on
occasion a pay raise for Members of
Congress will be justified. On those oc-
casions, I believe that the American peo-
ple will also recognize the need and will
not object to the Congress authorizing
such an increase. But, I sincerely believe
that the people whom we represent will
object to authorizing such automatic pay
raises, whether or not they are war-
ranted. No Member should object to
standing up and casting his vote to raise
his salary as has always been done in the
past.

Mr. Chairman, I am convinced that it
is vitally important that we remove this
section from the bill. If the Members
of this body believe that such a raise is
justified, let us bring up such a bill and
vote on it. If we do so, the American
people will know where each one of us
stands on the issue. If we vote on such
a bill, it will pass or meet defeat on its
merits. But to allow such a raise to
come through the back door—through
the provision of automatic pay raises—I
believe that the Members of this body
will be abdicating their responsibility.

I do not believe that any such pay raise
is warranted at this time. We cannot
very well discuss the problems of poverty
on one day and on the next earmark
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funds far into the future which will be
used to pad salaries of that segment of
the population which needs it least.

Mr. Chairman, I appeal to my col-
leagues to support the amendment which
will delete this section of the bill. With
the deletion of this section, we will assure
passage of legislation which provides a
warranted raise for our civil employees.

Mr., QUIE. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my remarks
at this point in the REcorb.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Minnesota?

There was no objection.

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the Broyhill amendment.
The gentleman from California [Mr.
Barpwin] and the gentleman from Iowa
[Mr. Gross] made excellent statements

and I commend them. If the congres--

sional pay increase is to be automatic
each time there is a classified and postal
employees pay increase, we will have
placed every future pay increase bill in
the future in the same untenable posi-
tion that last year increase was placed.
I felt that a $7,500 pay increase was not
justified nor was the increase for execu-
tive and judicial positions. The situa-
tion will just be continued in the future
with this automatic increase so I ask
that the Broyhill amendment be adopted.
Our present salary ought to stand for
some time into the future and any fur-
ther increase ought to come only after
the report of a thorough executive, con-
gressional task force study.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the substitute amendment offered by the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Cor-
BETT] for the amendment offered by the
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr.
BroyHILL].

The amendment was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. The question re-
curs on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr.
BroYHILL]. ]

Mr. VIGORITO. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the Clerk again
read the amendment on which we are
about to vote.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection,
the Clerk will again report the amend-
ment.

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from North Carolina [Mr. Broy-
HILL].

The question was taken; and the Chair
announced that the “noes” appeared to
have it.

Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina.
Mr. Chairman, I ask for tellers.

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair-
man appointed as tellers Mr. BROYHILL
of North Carolina and Mr. UpALL.

The Committee divided and the tellers
reported that there were—ayes 111, noes
135.

So the amendment was rejected.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY ME. ROGERS OF
COLORADO

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer two perfecting amendments,
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and ask unanimous consen{ that they
be considered en bloc.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection,
it is so ordered.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendments offered by Mr. RoceErs of
Colorado: On page 37, line 6, after “States”
insert the following: *, Referees in Bank-
ruptey, the Director and the Deputy Direc-
tor of the Administrative Office of the United
States Courts, and Commissioners of the
Court of Claims”,

On page 38, line 17, delete the word “sec-
tion: and insert in lieu thereof *sectlons
402(d) and”.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man, these are two perfecting amend-
ments which I believe came about as a
result of an oversight.

The first amendment would include
certain judicial officers within the pur-
view of the Federal salary review author-
ized under section 203(a) of the bill.

The second amendment would include
referees in bankruptey in section 205 of
the bill which provides for automatic ad-
justment in salary rates for Federal ex-
ecutives, judges, and Members of Con-
gress.

Both amendments would perfect the
bill and would carry forward the uniform
treatment of certain judicial officers in
accordance with the policy contained in
Public Law 88-426, the Federal Judiciary
Salary Act of 1964.

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. I yield to
the gentleman from Arizona.

Mr. UDALL. I have studied the
amendments offered by the gentlemen.
They were proposed by the Administra-
tive Office of the Courts. They are neces-
sitated because we were not given the
information in time by the court system.
They have no cost associated with them.
I believe they are good amendments, and
I support them.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. I thank
the gentleman.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendments offered by the gentle-
man from Colorado.

The amendments were agreed to.

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the necessary number of words.

I wish to say to my colleagues that,
so far as I know, we have disposed of
most, if not all, of the amendments to
be proposed. In view of the kind of
things which have been said today, I
thought I might balance the day up by
losing some of my friends, in reading to
the House some poetry. I had compiled
a poem in honor of this occasion.

We have heard so much about guide-
lines and inflation and the difficulties we
had in connection with this, so, with
apologies to Robert W. Service, H. R.
Gross, BiLLy MATTHEwWs, and some of
the other great poets of the House, in
view of the fact that we have passed
the arts and humanities bill, and in view
of the need for culture in the Nation and
in the House, perhaps a little poetry
would end the day on a proper note.

This great document goes as follows:

Awn OpE TO SoME GUIDELINES
©Oh, the Capitol lights have seen strange
sights, ) )
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But the strangest they ever did see
Was the fight on the Hill for the salary bill
To give full comparability.

Oh the threat of inflation, the debt of the
Nation,
Cause the mailman’s pay to lag behind,
you see.
But it’s not the same tough deal when you
get to U.S. Steel
Or the generals and the brass at DOD.

Four percent's okay for Abel sitting at the
salary table,
And it's good for you and me and General
Motors,
But for the postal clerk? Why, by some
strange quirk,
This would shock the mass of undecided
voters.

Should the pay be quite inferior down at
Justice and Interior,
While truckers and longshoremen climb
up high?
Would it really be unbearable to make the
pay comparable
For your mailmen and the boys at FBI?
Should we heed the rigid guidelines and
leave NASA on the sldelines,

And tell them maybe later will be fine?
Should the Federal men all moonlight, and
their friend give up the fight.

And maybe do the job in 69.

At the risk of my life I will read one
final stanza, since I have had such an
enthusiastic reception:

To you in the Grand Old Party, make your
speeches loud and hearty,

And should the final voting turn out close,
I think you really oughter recall our friend

Goldwater—
Vote with us and not the fearless H. R.
GROSS.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. VIGORITO

Mr. VIGORITO. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Vicorrro: Page

38, line 16, strike out “sections 203 and 204"
and insert in lieu thereof “section 203".

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. UDALL. I understood that this
section had just been voted on and the
matter disposed of in relation to the
amendments offered by the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. CorBeTrT] and
the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr.
BrovHILL].

The CHAIRMAN. In answer to the
parliamentary inquiry, the Chair will
state that the section is still open for
amendments and clarifying amend-
ments.

Mr. VIGORITO. Mr. Chairman, my
amendment is a very simple and brief
amendment. It differs from a preceding
amendment that was defeated earlier
which struck out the whole section from
line 9 on down to the following page.
My amendment merely will strike out
and eliminate the automatic pay raises
for Members of Congress.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Pennsylvania.

The amendment was rejected.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR, JONES OF
MISSOURI

Mr. JONES of Missouri. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment.
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The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. JoNes of Mis-
souri: On page 39, line 5, substitute a semi-
colon for the period and add the following
proviso: “Provided, That there shall be no in-
crease in any congressional salaries until and
unless there shall have been a reduction in
the national debt, and the Congress shall
have curtailed appropriations to the extent
that a balanced budget has been maintained
for the two fiscal years prior to the beginning
of the Congress in which such inecrease in
salaries would have taken place.”

Mr. JONES of Missouri. Mr. Chair-
man, we have heard a lot about respon-
sibility. We have heard a lot about
comparability. All this amendment
seeks to do is, if we operate this Gov-
ernment in a businesslike manner, and
if we try to conserve the finances of the
Government, then I think we would be
entitled to a pay raise. During the past
12 years, in 10 of those years we were
having about the most prosperous times
we could have had, but the national debt
has continued to go up. We had a bal-
anced budget I think 2 years out of the
last 20. If we are the operators and are
responsible for the operation of this
Government, we are doing a pretty poor
job, because we continue to lose money
every year. We do not have the intel-
lizence or the nerve to tax people enough
to pay for all of the commitments we
are making all over the land. All this
means is that when Congress meets its
responsibility in balancing the budget,
then I think you would have an oppor-
tunity and would deserve an increase
in pay. Until that time comes I do not
think we have any reason to ask the peo-
ple to pay us an increased salary. If you
were operating a private business and
your board ol directors could not op-
erate that business properly, I do not
think they would feel as though the
stockholders should increase the salary
of those who were responsible for the
operation of that business. I think this
amendment here would place the re-
sponsibility where it belongs. When you
do a good job you will be eligible for a
pay increase.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I do not agree with
the purposes of the gentleman’s amend-
ment but on three conditions I might
find it possible to vote for it. First, if
it is defeated, if the gentleman will re-
fuse to take the salary increase. I no-
tice he did not refuse to take the last one,
although he is against it.

Second, if the budget is not balanced,
if he will give up his trips to the Inter-
parliamentary Union which sometimes
take him around the world.

Mr. JONES of Missouri. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HAYS. I am not going to give up
any of my trips.

Mr. JONES of Missouri. All right.

Mr. HAYS. Because I am for the bill.
And, third, if the gentleman will vote to
cut up the sugar lumps and cut giving
out all of this gravy in sugar, and what-
have-you, to the sugar producers, if we
will just tax that instead of giving it
around willy-nilly to the one who has
the highest paid lobbyist, maybe we can
balance the budget. If you will agree to
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those three things, I will vote for your
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Missouri [Mr. JoNes].

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike out the requisite number
of words.

Mr. Chairman, I am sorry that the
amendment striking the congressional
pay increase section failed during the
teller vote which we just completed. It
has always been my thinking that we
should not tie our pay increases to any
gadget which would allow us to shirk our
responsibilities. I am vitally interested
in the bill which is before us and it is my
hope that we do not jeopardize it by tying
congressional pay to it.

President Johnson has worked hard on
the other side of the aisle lining up sup-
port for further reduction in the increase
which will be paid to our employees. I
think he is wrong. This is one of the few
areas which the word “economy” even
seems to concern this administration.
Far better to pay our breadwinners who
are serving their Government a fair in-
come to support their families than fo
pour billions into wasteful foreign-aid
projects, feed our enemy and inaugurate
new and wasteful poverty programs in
this country. The President feels that a
3-percent increase is enough. I do not
and opposed the amendment to reduce
the 415 percent provided in the bill to 4
percent.

I am hopeful that we can restore this
cut and take out the congressional es-
cape valve pay increase which has
sneaked into this bill. I firmly support
the concept of paying a man what he is
worth and the principle of compara-
bility. Let us make this a bill which we
can be proud of.

Mr. KEITH. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the requisite number of
words,

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this au-
dience. It is the largest that I have ad-
dressed since the campaign. I regret
that unlike the previous speaker I do not
have any poetry for you. I tried to recall
something from the “Face on the Bar-
room Floor” that would fit the well of
this House, but I was unable to do so.

Mr. Chairman, I will say that if the
Congress looks carefully at this bill we
will find some things that should cause
us some concern as we go back to our
communities.

I took the liberty of calling a large
hospital that serves the people of my
district. I did so because after hearing
about the comparability feature I was
concerned about the starting pay of
some of the positions in the Veterans'
Administration hospitals.

I found in one of the best private hos-
pitals on the outskirts of Greater Boston
that the chief pharmacist gets $125 a
week and the chief dietitian gets $150 a
week. In the veterans hospitals of simi-
lar size they may expect to get from $50
to $75 more per week.

Then I looked into the nurse situation.
We start them off in this bill at around
$6,000. In Greater Boston they go to
work for $96 a week.



September 30, 1965

Then I looked at the fringe benefits.
The average private or charitable hos-
pital—and I suspect that the hospitals of
your distriets do not do any better than
the hospitals in Boston—the hospitals in
Boston start these nurses at $96 a week;
and in many cases there is no group in-
surance, no severance pay, only 2 weeks'
vacation, no pension plan, and overtime
pay is at the regular rate.

I just wanted to gef this off my chest,
to say that this comparability feature
does not apply in many areas where we
have been led to believe that it does
apply. I think that when we ask our
hospitals at home to continue to serve
our patients at $27 to $38 a day, de-
pending on whether it is ward care or a
private room, we must recognize that if
they have to compete with the Federal
Government they may have to raise that
charge to $50 a day.

Mr. Chairman, I feel we should re-
flect upon this feature of this bill and
recognize the problem that we are
creating when we compel semiprivate
and charitable hospitals to compete with
the pay schedules and fringe benefits
that we are establishing for these vet-
erans' hospitals.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I am not opposed
to decent wages for Federal employees—
I am interested in their morale and in
their welfare. I have always supported
pay increases that have been necessary
to enable them to support themselves and
their families in a manner comparable—
and in some instances even better—than
their counterparts in the private com-
munity. For example, you all know of
my support for the pay raise for the
personnel in the armed services.

But, Mr. Chairman, we must consider
also the impact that this wage increase
will have on both the patients and the
employees in the private hospitals. In
my opinion, the comparability feature
as it pertains to professional personnel
in the medical field has been unneces-
sarily stretched in the bill before us.

Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina.
Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the
requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, at the appropriate time
I intend to offer a motion to recommit
with instructions to strike section 205
on pages 38 and 39 of the bill, the
amendment which I offered a short time
ago. This motion to recommit will strike
this section which applies to future pay
increases for Members of Congress, ex-
ecutives, members of the Cabinet, and
judges.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
Committee rises.

Accordingly, the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. DeNT, Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee,
having had under consideration the bill
(H.R. 10281) to adjust the rates of basic
compensation of certain officers and em-
ployees in the Federal Government, to
establish the Federal Salary Review
Commission, and for other purposes,
pursuant to House Resolution 536, he
reported the bill back to the House with
sundry amendments adopted by the
Committee of the Whole.

CXI—-1621

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the
previous question is ordered.

Is a separate vote demanded on any
amendment? If not, the Chair will put
them en gros.

The amendments were agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
E;ﬁ engrossment and third reading of the

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

MOTION TO RECOMMIT

Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina.
Mr. Speaker, I offer a motion to recom-
mit,.

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman op-
posed to the bill?

Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina.
I am, Mr. Speaker, in its present form.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman
qualifies.

The Clerk will report the motion to
recommit.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. BroyHL of North Carolina moves to
recommit the bill, HR. 10281, to the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service with
instructions to report the bill forthwith with
the following amendment: On page 38, strike
out line 9 and all that follows through line
5 on page 39.

The SPEAKER. Without objection,
the previous question is ordered.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the motion to recommit.

Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina.
Mr. Speaker, on that I demand the yeas
and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 238, nays 140, answered
“present” 1, not voting 53, as follows:

[Roll No. 342]
YEAS—238
Abbltt Cleveland Gibbons
Abernethy Collier Gilligan
Anderson, Conable Grelgg
Tenn. Conte Grider
Andrews, Cooley Griffin
Glenn Corbett Gross
Andrews, Craley Grover
N. Dak. Cramer Gurney
Arends Cunningham Hagan, Ga.
Ashbrook Curtin Haley
Ashmore Curtis Hall
Ayres Dague Halleck
Baldwin Davis, Ga. Halpern
Bandstra Davis, Wis. Hamilton
Baring de la Garza Hansen, Idaho
Bates Devine Harsha
Battin Dickinson Harvey, Ind.
Beckworth Diggs Harvey, Mich.
Belcher Dole Hechler
Bell Donochue Henderson
Bennett Dowdy Herlong
Berry Downing Horton
Betts Dulskl Hull
Boggs Duncan, Tenn. Hungate
Boland Dwyer Hutchinson
Bow Dyal Ichord
Bray Edmondson Jarman
Brock Edwards, Ala, Johnson, Pa.
Broomfield Ellsworth Jonas
Broyhill, N.C. Erlenborn Jones, Ala,
Buchanan Everett Jones, Mo.
Burleson Farnsley Eastenmeler
Byrnes, Wis, Felghan Keith
Cahill Findley King, N.Y.
Callan Fisher King, Utah
Callaway Flynt Kornegay
v Foley Eunkel
Cederberg Ford, Gerald R. Laird
Chamberlain Fountain Landrum
Chelf Fulton, Pa Langen
Clancy Fulton, Tenn, Latta
Clausen, Fuqua Lennon
Don H. Gathings Lipscomb
Clawson, Del Gettys Love
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McCarthy
MeClory
MecCulloch
MecDade
McEwen
McMillan
McVicker
MacGregor
Machen
Mahon
Marsh
Martin, Mass

Martln: Nebr.

Matthews
Meeds
Mills
Mink
Minghall
Moeller
Monagan
Moore
Morrison
Morse
Morton
Mosher
Murray
Natcher
Nelsen
O’Brien

O'Hara, Mich.

O'Konski
Olson, Minn.
O'Neal, Ga.
Passman
Patten
Perkins

Burton, Calif.

Byrne, Pa.
Cabell
Cameron
Carey
Clark
Clevenger
Cohelan
Conyers
Corman
Culver
Daddarlo
Danlels
Delaney
Dent
Denton
Dingell
Evans, Colo.
Fallon
Farhstein
Farnum
Fascell

Schneebell
Schweiker
Secrest
Selden
Senner
Bhriver
Bikes
Skubitz
Slack

Smith, Callf.

NAYS—140
Grabowskl

Gray

Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa.
Griffiths
Gubser
Hagen, Calif.
Hanley

Joelson
Johnson, Calif.
Karsten

EKarth

Eee

Kelly

King, Calif.
Kirwan

Kluczynskl
Erebs
Leggett
Long, Md.
McDowell
McFall
MeGrath
Mackay
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Smith, N.Y.
Smith, Va.
Springer
Stafford
Stalbaum
Stanton
Steed
Stratton
Stubblefleld
Talcott

Taylor
Teague, Calif,
Thomson, Wis.
Tuck

Tuten

Utt

Van Deerlin
Vanik
Vigorito
Vivian
‘Waggonner
Walker, Miss,
Watkins
Watson
Watts
Whalley
White, Idaho
White, Tex.
Whitener
‘Whitten
Widnall
Williams
Wright
Wydler
Yates
Younger

Multer
Murphy, 111,
Nedzl

Nix

Olsen, Mont.
O'Neill, Mass,
Ottinger
Pepper
Philbin

. Pool

Powell
Price
Reid, N.Y.
Resnick
Rodino
Ronan
Rooney, N.¥.
Rooney, Pa.
Rosenthal
Rostenkowskl
Roybal
5t Germain
St. Onge
Scheuer
Shipley
Sickles
Sisk
Staggers
Stephens
Sullivan
Sweeney
Teague, Tex.
Tenzer
Todd
Trimble
Tunney
Tupper
Udall
Ullman
Walker, N. Mex.
Weltner
‘Wilson,
Charles H.
Wolff
Young
Zablockl
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Rivers, 8.0, Scott Toll

Rivers, Alaska Smith, Iowa Willis
Robison Thomas ‘Wilson, Bob
Roncallo Thompeon, N.J. Wyatt
Rumsfeld Thompson, Tex.

toso the motion to recommit was agreed
-The Clerk announced the following

pairs:

On this vote:

Mrs. May for, with Mr. Keogh against.

Mr. Hosmer for, with Mr. Holifield against.

Mr. Rumsfeld for, with Mr, Derwinski
against.

Mr. Wyatt for, with Mr. Celler against.

Mr. Adair for, with Mr. Dawson against.

Mr. Burton of Utah for, with Mr. Murphy
of New York against.

Mr. Carter for, with Mr. O'Hara of Illinois,
against.

Mr. Mize for, with Mr. Roncallo against.

Mr. Bob Wilson for, with Mr. Thompson of
New Jersey against.

Until further notice:

Mr. Hébert with Mr. Goodell.

Mr. Bonner with Mr. Frelinghuysen.
Mr. Evins with Mr. Anderson of Illinois.
Mr. Dorn with Mr. Martin of Alabama.
Mr. Willis with Mr. Michel.

Mr. Long of Louisiana with Mr. Robison.

Mr. Rivers of SBouth Carolina with Mrs.
Bolton.

Mr. George W. Andrews with Mr. Aspinall,

Mr. Colmer with Mr. Dow.

Mr. Macdonald with Mr. Smith of Iowa.

Mr. Thomas with Mr, Morris.

Mr. Purcell with Mr. Hansen of Iowa.

Mr. Hardy with Mr. Redlin.

Mr. Rivers of Alaska with Mr. Edwards of
California.

Mr. Duncan of Oregon with Mr. Patman.

Mr. Thompson of Texas with Mr. Johnson
of Oklahoma.

Messrs. ANDERSON of Tennessee,
FULTON of Tennessee, HECHLER,
O’BRIEN, DULSKI, PASSMAN, WAG-
GONNER, and COOLEY changed their
votes from “nay” to “yea.”

Mr. ERLENBORN and Mr. O'’KONSKI
changed their vote from “nay” to “yea.”

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I
have a live pair with the gentleman from
Illinois, Mr. Rumsrerp. If he were
here he would vote “yea.” Ivoted “nay.”
Therefore, I withdraw my vote and vote
“presen 'u

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Mr. MORRISON. Mr. Speaker, pur-
suant to the instructions of the House
on the motion to recommit I report back
the bill, H.R. 10281, with an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

On page 88, strike out line 9 and all that
follows through line 5 on page 39.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the amendment.
The amendment was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
engrossment and third reading of the
bill

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
passage of the bill.

Mr. MORRISON. Mr. Speaker, on
that I ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
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The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 370, nays 7, answered “pres-

ent” 1, not voting 54, as follows:

Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chelf
Clancy
Clark
Clausen,
Don H.

Clawson, Del
Cleveland
Clevenger
Cohelan
Collier
Conable
Conte
Conyers
Cooley
Corbett
Corman
Craley
Cramer
Culver
Cunningham
Curtin
Daddarlo

e

Davis, Ga.
Davis, Wis.
de la Garza
Delaney
Dent
Denton
Devine
Dickinson
Diggs
Dingell
Dole
Donohue
Dowdy
Downing
Dulski

[Roll No. 343]
YEAS—370
Duncan, Tenn, Eeith
Dwyer ¥
Dyal King, Calif
Edmondson King, N.Y.
Edwards, Ala. King, Utah
Ellsworth Kirwan
Erlenborn Eluczynski
Evans, Colo Kornegay
Everett KErebs
Fallon Eunkel
Farbstein Laird
Farnsley Landrum
Farnum Langen
Fascell Latta
Felghan Leggett
Fino Lennon
Fisher Lipscomb
Flood Long, Md.
Flynt Love
Fogarty McCarthy
Foley McClory
McCulloch
William D. MecDade
Fountain McDowell
Fraser McEwen
Friedel McFall
Fulton, Pa MceGrath
Fulton, Tenn. McMillan
Fuqua McVicker
Gallagher MacGregor
Garmatz Machen
Gathings Mackay
Gettys Mackie
Giaimo Madden
Gibbons Mahon
Gilbert Madlliard
Gllligan
Gongzalez Martin, Mass
Grabowskl Martin, Nebr
Gray Ma
Green, Oreg Matsunaga
Green, Pa. Matthews
Greigg Meeds
Grider Miller
Griffin Mills
Griffiths Minish
Gross Mink
Grover Minshall
gu Mo: 3o
urney NAagan
Hagan, Ga Moore
Hagen, Calif, Moorhead
Haley Morgan
Hall Morrison
Halleck Morse
Halpern Morton
Hamilton Mosher
Hanley
Hanna Multer
Hansen, Idaho Murphy, Il

Harris urray
Harsha Natcher
Harvey, Ind. Nedzi
Harvey, Mich. Nelsen
Hathaway Nix
Hawkins O'Brien
Hays O'Hara, Mich.
er o 1

Helstoskl Olsen, Mont
Henderson Olson, Minn
Herlong O'Neal, Ga,
Hicks O'Neill, Mass,
Hollan Ottinger
Horton Passman
Howard Patten

ull Pelly
Hungate Pepper

uot Perkins
Hutchinson Philbin
Ichord Pickle
Irwin Pike
Jacobs Pirnie
Jarman Poft
Jennings Pool
Joelson Powell
Johnson, Calif. Price
Johnson, Pa. Pucinski
Jonas Quie
Jones, Ala, Quillen
Jones, Mo Race
Karsten Randall
Earth Reid, I1
Kastenmeler Reid, N.Y.
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Shipley Ullman
Resnick Shriver Utt
Reuss Sickles Van Deerlin
Rhodes, Ariz Sikes Vanik
Rhodes, Pa Bisk Vigorito
Roberta Skubitz Vivian
Rodino Slack Waggonner
Rogers, Colo Smith, Callf, Walker, Miss.
Rogers, Fla, Smith, N.Y. Walker, N. Mex.
Rogers, Tex Springer Watkins
Stafford Watson
Rooney, N.Y. Btaggers Watts
Rooney, Pa Stalbaum Weltner
Rosenthal Stanton
Rostenkowskl Steed White, Idaho
Roudebush Stephens White, Tex
Stratton Whitener
Roybal Stubblefield Whitten
Ryan Sullivan Widnall
Satterfleld ) Willlams
5t Germain Talcott Wilson,
8t. Onge Taylor Charles H.
Saylor Teague, Callf. Wolff
Scheuer Tenzer Wright
Schisler Thomson, Wis. Wydler
Schmidhauser Todd Yates
Schneebell Trimble Young
Schwelker Tunney Younger
Secrest Tupper Zablockl
Belden Tuten
Senner Udall
NAYS—T7
Burleson Poage Tuck
Curtils Smith, Va.
Findley Teague, Tex
ANSWERED “FPRESENT"—1
Derwinski
NOT VOTING—54
Adair Ford, Gerald R. O'Hara, Il1.
Albert Frelinghuysen Patman
Anderson, Ill. Goodell Purcell
Andrews, Hansen, Jowa Redlin
George W. Hardy Rivers, 8.C.
Aspinall Hébert Rivers, Alaska
Bolton Holifield Robison
Bonner Roncallo
Burton, Utah  Johneon, Okla. Rumsfeld
Carter Keogh Scott
Celler Lindsay Smith, Iowa
Colmer Long, La. Thomas
Dawson Macdonald Thompson, N.J.
Dorn Martin, Ala Thompson, Tex,
Dow May Toll
Duncan, Oreg. Michel Willis
Edwards, Calif. Mize Wilson, Bob
Evins, Tenn. Morris Wyatt
So the bill was passed.
The Clerk announced the following
pairs:
On this vote:

Mr. Rumsfeld for, with Mr. Derwinski
against.

Until further notice:

Mr. Holifield with Mr. Hosmer.

Mr. Eeogh with Mr. Bob Wilson.

Mr. Hébert with Mrs. May.

Mr. Long of Louisiana with Mr, Martin of
Alabama,.

Mr. Toll with Mr. Goodell.

Mr. Albert with Mr. Gerald R. Ford.

Mr. O'Hara of Illinols with Mr. Freling-
huysen.

Mr. Bonner with Mr. Adair.

Mr. Dow with Mr. Robison.

Mr. Rivers of Alaska with Mrs. Bolton.

Mr. Evins with Mr, Carter.

Mr, Thompson of New Jersey with Mr.
Wyatt.
Ronecalio with Mr. Burton of Utah.
Morris with Mr. Mize.
George W. Andrews with Mr, Michel,
Colmer with Mr. Anderson of Illinols.
Celler with Mr. Lindsay.
Purcell with Mr. Macdonald.
Hardy with Mr. Aspinall.
Smith of Iowa with Mr, Dawson.
Dorn with Mr. Duncan of Oregon.
Redlin with Mr, Edwards of California,
Rivers of South Carolina with Mr.
Hansen of Iowa.

FEERERERERE
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Mr. Willis with Mr. Patman.
Mr. Scott with Mr. Johnson of Oklahoma.

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I
have a live pair with the gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. Rumsrern]. If he had been
present, he would have voted “yea.” I
voted “nay.” I withdraw my vote and
vote “present.”

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. KREBS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days in which to re-
vise and extend their remarks on the bill
H.R. 10281.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it
is so ordered.

There was no objection.

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE
SENATE

A further message from the Senate, by
Mr. Arrington, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate agrees to the
conference report on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses thereon to the
bill (H.R. 2580) to amend the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act, and for other
purposes.

PATMAN INTRODUCES BILL TO
PERMIT NECESSARY UTILIZA-
TION OF SMALL BUSINESS AD-
MINISTRATION FINANCING PRO-
GRAMS

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my remarks
at this point in the Recorp and include
extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, it is
urgent that the Small Business Admin-
istration revolving fund be “beefed up”
to the level of loans permitted by law.
In partial response to the needs of small
business, which the SBA is designed to
fill, I have introduced H.R. 11306. I
earnestly hope that this extremely im-
portant measure may be enacted into
law at the earliest possible moment. It
is truly emergency legislation.

The bill would increase from $1,721
to $1,841 million the total amount of the
revolving fund authorization established
by section 4(¢) of the Small Business
Act for the purposes of the financial
assistance programs conducted by the
Small Business Administration pursuant
to that act and pursuant to the Small
Business Investment Act of 1958.

In substance section 4(c) presently
permits SBA to have as much as $1,841
million outstanding from the fund at
any particular time for the purposes of
the agency’s financial assistance pro-
grams under the Small Business Act and
the Small Business Investment Act of
1958. Nevertheless, it restricts appro-
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priations for these same purposes fo
$1,721 million.

Until recently, the section has always
provided funding authority equal to the
full sum of the separate dollar limita-
tions on SBA’s financial assistance ac-
tivity. The present discrepancy of $120
million stems from Public Law 89-78,
which, without making a commensurate
increase in the maxmum amount of the
authorization, raised from $341 to $461
million the aggregate sum that may be
outstanding at any one time for the pur-
poses of the small business investment
program.

Since $1,645 million have already been
appropriated to the revolving fund, the
existing authorization maximum of
$1,721 million limits further appropria-
tions to $76 million. It is entirely pos-
sible, in view of the unexpected number
and magnitude of recent physical dis-
asters, including hurricane Betsy, that
a supplemental appropriation of more
than §76 million may be required in the
near future to enable SBA to provide
assistance to disaster victims and, at the
same time, continue at planned levels
the other important loan programs con-
ducted by the Agency.

The provisions of the bill, adding $120
million to the $1,721 figure, would have
the twofold effect of eliminating the de-
seribed discrepancy and providing a
wider margin of safety against the con-
tingencies of the disaster loan program.

The text of the bill follows:

H.R. 11306

A bill to amend the Small Business Act

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That section
4(c) of the Small Business Act is amended
by striking out “$1,721,000,000” and insert-
ing in lieu thereof “$1,841,000,000".

RECENT BANK FAILURES

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my remarks
at this point in the Recorp and include
extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, during
the past 2 years, 14 commercial banks
around the country have failed. The
number of these failures is large and sur-
prising, especially following the long
postwar period when only 2 or 3 failures
a year were occurring.

Of course, these 14 failures do nof in-
dicate a great weakness in our economy
as the bank failures of the 1920’s and
1930’s so well pointed to, but the actual
failures do cause us to pause and take
& hard look at the present banking situa-
tion. In the following article, published
by the Federal Reserve Bank of Rich-
mond, the failures were traced to four
factors: Changes in ownership for
ulterior motives, misuse of certificates of
deposits, bad loans, bad checks, and un-
collectible cash items.

Our Subcommittee on Domestic Fi-
nance, of which I am chairman, has
looked into one of these failures, the
Crown Savings Bank of Newport News,
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Va. The resulis of our hearings showed
that irresponsible management, misuse
of certificates of deposits, and most un-
fortunate, I believe, the influx of crimi-
nal elements into the bank’s operation
caused the failure. The criminal element
appeared in a number of other recent
bank failures and this fact alone should
cause much concern in the banking com-
munity.

Mr. Speaker, we should not dismiss
even the smallest bank failure since its
failure causes tragedy to the community.
There is a pattern to these failures, and
I believe that Members of Congress and
the public should not dismiss bank fail-
ures as some fluke. Because the recent
failures did not result from economic
downturns should not cause us to be un-
concerned about our banking structure.
I feel that the advent of criminals into
banking is as dangerous to banks and the
public as an economic downturn.

Mr. Speaker, I include the article ap-
pearing in the September Monthly Re-
view of the Federal Reserve Bank of
Richmond following my remarks:

RECENT BANKE FAILURES—WHY?

For the first time in a generation, bank
fallures in the United States have recently
occupled a prominent place in the news.
Fourteen banks have failed in the past 2
years. Coming after a lengthy period in
which bank fallures averaged only three or
four per year, the increase in the fallure
rate has attracted widespread attention.
Two congressional committees have become
sufficiently concerned to institute investiga-
tions. A perspective on these recent failures,
however, should quickly dispel any fears
for the soundness of the banking system.

In contrast with the epidemic of bank
suspensions in the 1920's and 1930’s, the re-
cent closing do not involve a substantial
fraction of the banking industry and are
not the result of weakness in the economic
environment. Each of the recent fallures
was due to conditions related primarily to
the individual bank Involved. They are all
traceable to one or more of four major
factor: Changes in ownership for ulterior
motives, misuse of certificates of deposit, bad
loans, and bad checks or other uncollectible
cash items. In almost every case two or
more of these factors were present.

CHANGES IN OWNERSHIP

Of the 14 recently failed banks, 8 changed
hands shortly before encountering difficulty,
2 of them twice within a few months. In
another the ownership of the stock was not
as represented in its charter application. In
each case, fallure was directly related to the
change in ownership. Some of the new own-
ers were inept in the fleld of banking. Others
apparently bought control of banks for the
purpose of deliberately milking them of their
assets. Most of the banks involved were
relatively small but large enough to make
}nternal looting attractive to the unscrupu-
ous.

One bank with assets of 87 million had
been operated in a very conservative manner
for years and was perfectly sound until two
persons with no previous experience in bank-
ing bought a majority of the stock and took
over early in 1963. Through a series of loans
and investments in their own interests, they
drained the bank of over $1 million in less
than 6 weeks. With some of the money
they paid off indebtedness they had Incurred
to purchase the bank stock. Losses result-
ing from these transactions quickly exceeded
the bank’s capital and as a result it was
placed in receivership.

In the same year the downfall of another
bank with $30 million of assets was brought
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about in a similar manner. A group of
amateur bankers acquired control through
the purchase of controlling stock and direct-
ed bank funds to thelr own use. Some $800,-
000 of the bank’'s funds were used to repay
loans with which the bank stock had been
purchased. Within 4 months the new
owners had expanded loans by $5 million.
The diversion of bank funds for the benefit
of the majority stockholders and their
friends, relatives, and assoclates resuilted in
losses exceeding the bank’s capital and it was
closed in August of 1963.

A third small bank was exploited by two
speculators in a somewhat more imaginative
manner. These individuals first acquired
control of the $2.5 million bank through rela-
tively modest stock purchases, then hired
money brokers to sell for the bank over §1
million in certificates of deposit. The certif-
icates were sold to 23 savings and loan asso-
ciations, each of which received a premium
payment from the money brokers over and
above the permissible interest rate. The two
speculators then purchased §870,000 of in-
ferior real estate mortgages at a sizable dis-
count and sold them to the bank at only
slightly less than the face value. Plans to
market another $900,000 of questionable
mortgages to the bank in a similar manner
were thwarted by the closing of the bank.

Most of the banks which failed recently
met their downfall at the hands of two or
more get-rich-quick partners, but one small
midwestern bank was undermined solely by
one man who purchased controlling interest
and subsequently assumed the presidency
despite the fact that he had no banking ex-
perience. Although the bank was an old
one, it had assets of less than $1.5 million,
which facilitated one-man control. The new
president began paying checks drawn by
other firms he controlled, without charging
the drawers’ accounts. The deficit was
covered with forged notes. The president
also caused the bank to extend gquestionable
loans to his other corporate interests. When
the directors objected, they were all re-
placed. He then marketed certificates of
deposit in the amount of $100,000 through a
money broker by paying a l-percent bounty
in excess of the maximum legal interest rate,
Only $40,000 of the certificates of deposit were
entered in the books of the bank as deposit
liabilities, with the remaining $60,000 being
used to eliminate from the books the loss
items resulting from loans to his other busi-
nesses. These and similar actions quickly
resulted in insolvency, and the bank was
placed in receivership.

A much more complex series of events led
to the failure of a west coast bank with as-
sets slightly over $2.5 million. In 1961, an
out-of-town couple bought control of the
bank, which had served the small town in
which it was located for several decades.
Under the new management, the bank’s as-
sets quickly mushroomed to more than five
times their former level. Profits in 1962 were
almost as great as total capital and surplus
in 1961, although the economy of the com-
munity had not changed significantly, The
bank's explosive growth was due to large de-
Pposits placed by a money order firm partially
controlled by the new owners, and to lending
operations outside the area.

The money order firm, operated on bor-
rowed money, fell into difficulties and the
bank was sold to help meet ensuing demands.
Shortly thereafter, the money order firm was
also sold, and most of the firm’s deposits were
withdrawn from the bank, The second new
owner of the bank had expected to increase
deposits still further by selling certificates
of deposit to savings and loan associations
through money brokers, but news of the
bank’s relationship with the defunct money
order firm made new deposits difficult to
obtain. The bank paid as much as 215 per-
cent above the legally permissible rate on
time deposits to attract funds, Meanwhile,
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many of the bank’s loans were going bad. In
1962 and 1963 the bank had written off 20 per-
cent of its total loans outstanding, but in
1864 the situation was even worse, and in
July 1964, the bank was found to be insolvent
:;d the directors voted to place it in liquida-
n.
UNSOUND MANAGEMENT

Changes of ownership did not figure in six
other bank failures of the past 2 years, but
each of these cases involved serious errors of
judgment or fraudulent practices on the part
of existing management,

The largest of these banks, established in
1962, acquired assets of $54 million in less
than 3 years of operation. Rapid growth
was accomplished through a combination
of deposits attracted by premiums above legal
interest rates and questionable loans for
which slzable fees were collected. At the
time of closing the bank had over $20 mil-
lion of certificates of deposit outstanding.
Some of these deposits had been secured by
the payment of additional compensation of
as much as 3 percent above the maximum
legal rate. Many of the loans were made
to real estate speculators, who pald fees
of as much as $120,000 for the privilege of
borrowing. The bank encountered ligquidity
difficulties when many of its certificates of
deposit matured within a short span of
time and were not renewed. Those difficul-
ties were dealt with for a time through bor-
rowing at the District Federal Reserve Bank,
but the true condition of the bank even-
tually was discovered and operations were
suspended by the authorities.

A much smaller bank, with assets of
slightly over $8 million at the time it was
closed, apparently came to grief as a result
of the company it kept and the gullibility
of some of its officers. The management
permitted three money order companies,
purportedly owned by the same group, to
draw on uncollected funds, and a junior
officer of the bank entered credits in the
amount of over $200,000 to partially cover
the deficiencies. Substantial losses were also
incurred through overdrafts, and through
loans of approximately $2 million to bor-
rowers who were not creditworthy. Some of
the funds used in these operations were
raised through the issue of certificates of de-
posit at premiums above the maximum legal
rate on time deposits.

Three other small banks were ruined by
the misdeeds of individuals. The largest
of these had resources of slightly over &7
million. The president of this bank ac-
quired money to pay gambling debts by
fraudulently advancing money to himself on
notes signed by others. The second bank,
with resources of $600,000, made the mis-
take of honoring a large number of worth-
less checks drawn by one of its customers.
The third, with total resources of only 875,-
000, was declared insolvent when an un-
recorded deposit liability of $380,000 was dis-
covered,

Perhaps the most glaring example of bank
manipulation was uncovered in the collapse
of a $3 million bank only a few months old.
A group of small businessmen, including the
president of a bank in another town, joined
together to acquire a Federal charter for the
bank. They were to invest about $300,000 of
their own money and borrow the rest of the
initial capitalization of §500,000. But before
the bank opened its doors in April of 1963,
control had been taken over through the
acquisition of 51 percent of the stock by an-
other man who had not been one of the
original charter applicants,

Most of the new capital was borrowed
from a nearby bank with stock in the first
bank pledged as collateral. Since the
amount involved was several times the lend-
ing bank’s legal limit, the loan could not
legally be made directly to a single man. To
meet this situation, the loan was divided
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between the majority stockholder, the presi-
dent of the bank he was buying into, and
three others, with an agreement that the
new bank would maintain a compensating
balance of $400,000 in the lending bank.

Of the newly organized bank’'s capitaliza-
tion of $500,000, only about $12,000 was un-
encumbered cash. Pressure to increase de-
posits led the organizers of the new bank to
pay as much as 6 percent interest on certifi-
cates of deposit.

Barly in the bank’'s brief history, $225,000
was withdrawn by the promoters through a
complicated series of operations involving
forged notes. These notes were then pald
and additional money withdrawn through
the use of seven new notes totaling $315,000
in the names of people who knew nothing
about them or in fictitious names,

Shortly thereafter, the prineipals involved
acquired control of another small bank
through the use of additional doubtful
notes, When they arranged to have $200,000
transferred to the first bank, an employee
notified the State Banking Commissioner,
who required return of the funds. But later,
$400,000 was successfully transferred’ and
most of it disbursed before it could be re-
turned. Under pressure from the Commis-
sioner, loans were transferred to cover most
of the losses.

The difficulties of the bank were com-
pounded by the seizure of #1 million of
counterfeit securities by the FBI when the
bank’'s president and principal stockholder
attempted to market them. Some months
after the seizure of these securities, the bank
which had advanced funds to the promoters
for the original capital foreclosed on the
stock pledged as collateral and took over the
bank. This led to investigations which re-
sulted in the bank being declared insolvent
by the FDIC, and 1 month later, it was
ordered closed by the Comptroller of the
Currency.

NEW LEGISLATION

All the recent failures had one thing in
common. They were the result of efforts on
the part of one or more individuals to use
the assets, and in some instances, the money-
raising potential, of commercial banks for
personal gain, In a few cases, the individuals
were from outside the banks involved, but
all too often, they bought into the bank and
undermined it from within. It is because of
this, as evidenced by the cases described
above, that Congress amended the Federal
Deposit Insurance Act in late 1964 to require
the chief executive officer of every insured
bank to report to the appropriate Federal
banking authority any change in ownership
of the bank stock resulting in a change in
control of the bank. The act also requires
all insured banks to report loans secured by
25 percent or more of the stock of any insured
bank. After a change in control, the bank
is required to report to the appropriate Fed-
eral banking agency any changes in the chief
executive officer or directors during the fol-
lowing year, and to provide a statement of
the past and present business affiliations of
the new chief executive officer or directors.
This law does not eliminate the possibility
of banks being taken over by unscrupulous
operators, but it may discourage them, and
certainly should alert the banking community
to the danger,

Much attention has been focused recently
on changes in capital-assets ratios and loan-
to-deposit ratios, and on changes in the bal-
ance sheet structure of banks. Questions
have been raised concerning the possible de-
terioration of loan quality and excessive
liberality in lending. But all of this concern
is with the possibility of marginal errors in
judgment by bankers. In the banks that
failed, there was no wide range of marginal
error. Elther the bank was deliberately looted
from within or the banker took risks which
were well outside the scope of prudent
banking.
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Bank suspensions
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1921-29 1930-32
i
1621 1922 1023 10924 1925 | 1926 1927 1928 1929 Total 1930 1831 1932 Total
Capital stock of:
$25000and less oo ooocoooooaol. a0 217 446 511 anm 628 413 a02 382 3, 576 767 1, 058 737 2, 562
$25,001 to $40,909__ o 36 41 47 58 43 102 65 39 65 407 142 220 140 502
to $60,000____ 83 56 92 124 131 167 121 06 120 990 219 457 204 970
$100,000 to $199,099. ___.__..._ 1 47 25 32 &9 46 48 48 45 58 408 132 284 144 560
$200,000 to $990,900______.._.. 16 15 16 16 18 15 15 11 20 142 70 227 126 423
§1,000,000 and over_. )t = | ) I TR ENE ) Py T it 6 9 11 32 11 54
Not available_____._ 19 13 13 6 4 16 7 6 8 92 11 16 4 31
e e AL EE i 505 367 646 775 618 976 669 499 659 5,714 1,352 2,204 1,456 5,102

Source: Federal Reserve Board, Annual Report, 1932,

HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE

The United States entered the decade of
the 1920’s with more banks than any country
has ever had before or since. The Nation's
bank chartering policies over a long period
had led to the establishment of a large
number of small, weak banks. Many States
had very liberal chartering provisions, some
allowing new banks to be established with
as little as $5,000 capital. Prior to the turn
of the century, a Federal charter required
a minimum of $50,000 capital, and in 1899,
there were 10,283 State banks and only 3,617
national banks. But in 1900, national bank-
ing laws were revised to permit banks to be
chartered by the Federal Government with
a capital stock of as little as $25,000 in com-
munities of 3,000 inhabitants or less. Pas-
sage of this age was followed by a sharp in-
crease in the issuance of both State and
national charters. By 1921, there were 8,154
national and 22,668 State banks, a total of
80,812, or more than twice the number in
operation today. Many of the new banks
were small and weak, but due to the gen-
erally high level of prosperity, especlally in
agricultural areas, failures were relatively
rare. In the two decades prior to 1921, about
85 banks per year closed their doors. Be-
ginning in 1921, the faillure rate increased
sharply, and 5,714 banks suspended opera-
tions In the next 9 years; most of them
permanently.

Most of {he suspended banks were small
country banks with assets of less than §1
million. They had been chartered in a period
of farm prosperity and rising land prices.
Many of their loans were in the form of
mortgages on farm real estate. Agriculture
became overexpanded during World War I,
and after the war, farm prices and the value
of farm land fell sharply. With greatly re-
duced incomes, many farmers were unable
to meet payments on bank loans. The ac-
celerated movement of rural population to
the cities further weakened banks in rural
areas. Thousands of banks failed, but due
perhaps to the general prosperity the failures
caused no panie,

The panic came later when city banks
began failing in even larger numbers. The
banking collapse of the early 1930's had its
roots in the 1920's. As nonagricultural
prosperity increased, banks increased their
loan-deposit ratlos and made larger and
larger numbers of demand and call loans
secured by shares of stock. Banks assumed
that these loans would provide liquidity,
and In fact most of the open market call
loans were repald. But when the stocks
with which the demand loans to individ-
ual customers were secured rapidly lost value
during and after the crash of 1929, it was
discovered that many of these loans were
uncollectible. Borrowers who in other times
might have shifted loans to another bank
in order to repay the original lender found
almost all banks attempting to call thelr
loans simultaneously.

Today, a shortage of liquidity for the
banking system as a whole could be coun-
tered by Federal Reserve action, Federal
Reserve banks may provide additional re-

serves directly to banks through various kinds
of advances, or indirectly through open
market operations. But prior to 1932 this
was not the case. Member banks could bor-
row from Federal Reserve baunks only on col-
lateral consisting of narrowly defined “eli-
gible” paper and open market operations were
in a rudimentary stage of development,
Thus, thousands of banks found themselves
in an illiguid position and were unable to
survive the waves of bank runs of the next
few years. Between 1929 and 1934, more
than 9,000 banks closed their doors, and
very few were able to reopen.

In today’s economic environment, the gen-
eral collapse of our financial structure seems
impossible. The banking system is alto-
gether different and much stronger than in
the 1920’s and early 1930’s. There are few-
er small, weak banks, mainly because capital
requirements are higher and bank charters
are more difficult to obtain. The average
bank today is older and larger, and most bank
deposits are insured by the Federal Deposit
Insurance Corporation. EKnowledge of that
insurance prevents the sort of bank runs
which closed many banks in the early 1930’s.

Number of commercial banks closed because
of financial difficulties, 193364
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Sources: Federal Deposit Insurance Corpo-
ration, the Board of Governors of the Fed-
eral Reserve System.

There is still the possibility of additional
fallures due to dishonesty or ineptitude on
the part of management. Out of more than
13,000 banks, it 1s not surprising that a hand-
ful should suffer management difficulties.
By comparison with the failure rate among
other firms of similar size, the bank fallure

rate is very low indeed. New legislation and
renewed efforts of regulatory agencies may
reduce the rate even further in the future.

CONSUMERS PROFIT FROM EXCISE
TAX REDUCTION IN MONTH OF
AUGUST

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my remarks
at this point in the Recorp and include
extraneous matter. -

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, one of
the monuments of President Johnson’s
Great Society is the continued growth
of economic prosperity, and no small
part of this progress has been played by
the reduction of income taxes and, very
recently, excise taxes.

It is with an eye toward the little
people, the small businessman, and the
average salaried worker that the Great
Society has guided its continued eco-
nomic success. No country can be eco-
nomically prosperous unless the suec-
cesses are enjoyed by all.

In a report to the President, the Coun-
cil of Economic Advisers shows that for
the month of August nine-tenths of the
$1.7 billion excise tax cut has been
passed on to the consumers in the form
of lower retail prices. This report con-
firms the sense of Congress that industry
should pass on the tax savings to the
consumer instead of retaining these
savings. The excise tax reduction will
increase the demand for consumer prod-
ucts, thereby furthering our economic
expansion. It should be pointed out,
Mr. Speaker, that the passing on of these
excise tax reductions by industry to the
consumers is wholly voluntary.

Mr. Speaker, I include the report of
the Council of Economic Advisers in the
Recorp following my remarks:

REPORT TO THE PRESIDENT ON EXCISE TAX
REeDUCTION FROM THE COUNCIL OF ECONOMIC
ADVISERS
In August, nine-tenths of the $1.7 billion

excise tax cut was being passed on to con-

sumers through lower retail prices. This is
an Improvement over July, when three-
fourths of the reduction had been passed on,

Substantially more retail dealers cut thelr
prices by the full amount of the tax reduction
in August than in July. Items for which
price reduction was virtually complete in
July included women's handbags, men’'s
wrist watches, home permanent kits, and
new automobiles. Nearly complete pass on of
the tax cuts was also achieved In August on
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typewriters, adding machines, and optional
factory-installed auto equipment.

Some 60 to 80 percent of all retail dealers
were fully passing on the tax cuts on room
alr conditioners, television sets, refrigerator-
freezers, ranges, and movie cameras. On
most of these 1tems, more dealers fully passed
on the tax cuts in August than in July. The
majority of retallers of small radio-TV re-
placement tubes and of playlng cards were
not yet given the consumer the benefits of
lower prices.

Those manufacturers who had raised prices
by July to obtain all or part of the benefits of
the tax reduction did not reduce them in
August. Manufacturers of pens and me-
chanical pencils and matches, and some man-
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ufacturers of golf equipment raised their
prices by the amount of the tax, leaving the
total price (including tax) paild by the re-
tailers unchanged, and preventing any pass-
through to consumers. Manufacturers’
prices of phonograph records net of tax were
raised by about half the amount of the tax
reduction, limiting the possible pass-through
to consumers.

The Bureau of Labor Statistics is continu-
ing to collect detailed price information at
the request of the Councll of Economic Ad-
visers and the Treasury Department, covering
a representative group of the items on which
excise taxes were cut. Next month’s report
will cover many additional items.

The attached table summarizes the results.

TaBLE 1.—Approximate perceniage of sellers who passed on Federal excise lax cul
by August 1966

Retailers 1 Percentage
of manufac-
turers who

Completely | Partially Did not passed on
passed on passed on pass on tax cut
tax cut tax cut tax cut
Retailers' excise tax:
Women's handbags. . _ 100
Men's wrist watches_ _ 100
Home t kit_. 95
Manufacturers’ excise tax:
New aut biles_ . _. 100 |.
Ogl:iunal auto equipment (factory installed).. 100 |-
Ajr conditioners_ ... ... = 80
S e %
r-freezers.
ISHIENE. oo 60 5 35 100
Movie cameras___ 60 5 35 05
Typewriters 05 5 (n 100
Aﬁ machines____ - % g (O] 100

%1;]1&1] h records

onograph r
Golf equipment
Pens and haniecal
Matches..._..

Stamp tax: Playing cards____

®

g
<

1 Based on a nationwide sample of retailers.
2 Less than 5 nt.
1 Not available,

4 Excise tax was partially passed on by all major manufacturers.

THE HIGHWAY BEAUTIFICATION
ACT OF 1965

Mr. CLARK. Mr, Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my re-
marks, and to include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. Speaker, for half a
century or more the United States has
pressed forward on a highway construc-
tion program designed to make travel far
more pleasant and swift for the Ameri-
can people. The interstate highway pro-
gram will in a few short years add an-
other 41,000 miles to the present network
and will bring about still another dra-
matic revolution in driving speed and
comfort.

The curious thing about this program,
so important to the creation of a better
life for our people, is that it has bred
long stretches of the most incredible ugli-
ness. In almost any State one can drive
mile after mile seeing only billboards
and junkyards with all of the natural
scenery completely obliterated.

These conditions are not the inevitable
result of the road program. Far from
it. They have occurred only because
we have been so intent on improving our
technology that we have been blind to

the need for conserving the natural ad-
vantages we already possess.

That has become an all too common
mistake in this country. Fortunately it
is not too late to correct this particular
error. And it is equally fortunate that
we have a President and First Lady who
care just as deeply about the preserva-
tion and enhancement of the natural
beauty of this country as they do about
the improvement of its technology.

The bill that will be before us, in short,
is an essential part of the administra-
tion’s conservation and natural beauty
enhancement programs. By 1970 it will
effect the removal of adjacent billboards
and the removal or screening of junk-
yards along our interstate and primary
highways. It will do so with fair com-
pensation to all concerned.

We should have begun this program
50 years ago. Our failure to do so makes
the task ahead harder but not impossible.
And with scenic land of priceless value
being gobbled up each day for billboards
and junkyards we cannot afford to delay
any longer. The administration’s bill
deserves our support.

As with all conservation programs,
this program is not without opposition.
Such programs are for the public good
and they frequently interfere with pri-
vate profit. Unfortunately some of those
who find profit in ugliness and the de-

September 30, 1965

struction of scenic beauty have not con-
fined themselves to arguing against the
bill but have engaged in a campaign of
ridicule directed against President and
Mrs. Johnson because of their interest
in preserving the scenic beauty of this
country. That campaign deserves no
answer but it prompts the comment that
when the day comes that it is ridiculous
to wish to preserve the natural beauty of
this country that has inspired the Na-
tion’s patriots and poets for almost 2
centuries, then something has gone out
of the spirit of our country.

The first family deserves praise, not
ridicule, for the leadership they have
shown in this area and coming genera-
tions of Americans will be grateful for
their pioneering efforts.

The arguments against the program
are the usual ones, primarily that the
program is too costly whereas it does not
require a penny to ruin the countryside.
There is, however, one interesting twist
to these arguments and that is that the
bill is unconstitutional because the Fed-
eral Government allegedly lacks power
to condemn land for esthetic purposes.
Like other arguments raised against the
bill, this has no substance whatever.

For if there is one issue on which the
Supreme Court is united it is that the
Federal Government has the very power
the opponents of the present bill claim
it lacks. The issue was disposed of in
1954 by a unanimous Court in Berman
v. Parker, 348 U.S. 28.

In that case, the power of the Congress
to enact the District of Columbia Rede-
velopment Act of 1945 was challenged
on the ground that Congress could au-
thorize the taking of land for the pur-
pose of removing slums but not “merely
to develop a better balanced, more at-
tractive community.”

The Supreme Court thought other-
wise. It held that:

The concept of the public welfare is broad
and inclusive. * * * The values it repre-
sents are spiritual as well as physical,
esthetic as well as monetary. It is within
the power of the legislature to determine that
the community should be beautiful as well
as healthy, spacious as well as clean, well
balanced as well as carefully patrolled.

And the Court went on to say that:

If those who govern the District of Colum-
bla decide that the Nation’s Capltal should
be beautiful as well as sanitary, there is
nothing in the fifth amendment that stands
in the way.

Having made this point, the Court
ruled that once it is recognized that the
objective is within the authority of Con-
gress, “the right to realize it through the
exercise of eminent domain is clear.”

The path is therefore clear, both as a
matter of constitutional law and as a sub-
ject of legislative policy. We owe it to
our people throughout this great country
of ours and to the generations which fol-
low us to proceed without detour or de-
lay to pass the bill that will soon be
before us, so that we will have taken an-
other step toward leaving future genera-
tions of Americans, in President John-
son’s words, ‘“a glimpse of the world as
God really made it, not just as it looked
when we got through with it.”
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STOP ANTELOPE-KILLING SHEEP
FENCING ON GOVERNMENT-
OWNED GRAZING LANDS

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my re-
marks, and to include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Wisconsin?

There was no objection.

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Speaker, the deer
and the antelope will not be playing for
very much longer on the Western range
unless the Department of the Interior
will move to stop sheep ranchers on Gov-
ernment land in Wyoming and other
Western States from crisscrossing the
land with fences. These fences are
causing the death of countless antelope.
I have photographs of antelope dying
after they become impaled on barbed
wire fences, and the bleached bones of
other antelope lying at the base of the
fences.

According to Mr. Tom Bell, president
of the Wyoming Wildlife Federation, the
Wyoming antelope herd is “definitely
threatened by a sheep-tight fence.”
Since 1963, to save themselves the cost
of hiring shepherds, sheep ranchers with
grazing permits on Government lands
have been building sheep-tight fencing
across the public domain. Antelope
need a wide range in order to survive—
they must move up to water during the
summer, and move down in winter to
escape from snow and storms. If sheep-
tight fences are built along the ante-
lope’s migration routes, the antelope be-
come entangled in the wire and die.

Sheep ranchers are allowed to use the
public domain for the nominal fee of 6
cents per sheep per month. Starting in
1963, in order to save the expense of
employing sheepherders, the sheepmen
have been erecting sheep-tight fences in
the Wyoming public domain. Proposed
fencing of the antelope range continues.
For example, the Diamond Ring Ranch
Co. of Casper, Wyo., currently proposes
to build a fence on Government land 23
miles long, enclosing some 17,500 acres,
in what Mr. Bell ecalls “an area vital to
the maintenance of what was once one
of the finest antelope herds in Wyo-
m_u

Mr. Bell continues:

We have no right to criticize a private fence
on private land, but when large blocks of
public land are concerned, I belleve we're
right to assert our claims. The large blocks
of public land are very important not only
to wildlife interests but to all outdoor recre-
ation interest. It is up to the public to de-
cide whether they are going to enjoy the use
of something which belongs to all of us, or
completely turn the public lands over to the
stockmen who now control them.

Already, the indiscriminate fencing of
the public range has had its effect on the
antelope herd. Wyoming Game and Fish
Commission antelope permits for the
Poison Spider, the Lower Sweetwater, and
the North Natrona hunting areas totaled
4,200 in 1963, before sheep-tight fencing
started. In 1965, only 1,600 permits were
issued, a drop of 2,600.

America the beautiful has recently
seen too many duck marshes destroyed
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by the farm drainage dragline, too many
trout streams ruined by the highway
bulldozer. I do not want to see the
American antelope go the way of the
passenger pigeon. Accordingly, I have
today introduced a bill, HR. 11359 di-
recting the Secretary of the Interior to
ban from the public lands any fence
which impedes the movement of wildlife.
If the Secretary finds a grazing licensee
has built such a fence, he shall require
it to be removed by the licensee, and shall
see that it is removed at the licensee’s ex-
pense if the licensee fails to remove it
himself within 30 days. Any future il-
legal fencing shall be the cause for a
revocation of the grazing license.

A BILL TO ESTABLISH A PERPETUAL
NONPROFIT CORPORATION TO BE
EKNOWN AS THE CRADLE OF FOR-
ESTRY IN AMERICA, INC.

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my re-
marks, and to include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
North Carolina?

There was no objection.

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, a bill to
establish a perpetual nonprofit corpora-
tion to be known as the Cradle of For-
estry in America, Inc.,, was introduced
by me a few minutes ago. The purpose
of the corporation is to provide advice
and cooperation to the Secretary of Ag-
riculture in developing, administering,
and operating the Cradle of Forestry in
America which is located in the Pink
Beds section of the Pisgah National For-
est, near Asheville, N.C., in my congres-
sional distriect where professional
forestry was first taught and practiced in
this country.

The corporation may expect to receive
many items of historie significance and
other donations which will help develop
and tell the story of American forestry
conservation.

The Pink Beds came into prominence
in 1890. It was here that George W.
Vanderbilt employed America’s first rec-
ognized forester, European-trained Gif-
ford Pinchot, to conduct a scientific
practice of forestry and conservation
which attracted national attention. It
was here that the first field school of
forestry in America was located. It was
near here that the first tract of national
forest land was purchased under the
Weeks law.

Mr. Pinchot was succeeded in 1895 by
a German forester, Dr. Carl A. Schenck,
a gifted and enthusiastic forester who
ably carried on the program.

It was outstanding leaders like M.
Vanderbilt, Mr. Pinchot, and Dr.
Schenck, supported by key citizens
across the land which led to the estab-
lishment of not only the Pisgah National
Forest, but the U.S. Forest Service.
Secretary of Agriculture, Orville Free-
man, has visited the Pink Beds and ex-
pressed strong support for this entire
project. A visitor center has already
been built by the Forest Service. A
replica of the schoolhouse where Dr.
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Schenck held the first forestry classes
will be started soon and financed by the
alumni of the school.

The master development plan includes
a museum and outdoor displays telling
the story of forestry and conservation in
a setting where these key evenis took
place and in a setting unsurpassed in
climate and magnificent scenery where
the Blue Ridge Parkway, the Smoky
Mountains National Park, and the Pis-
gah and Nantahala National Forests lead
all other comparable Federal areas in
annual visitations.

I see this Cradle of Forestry as a
unique National Forest Conservation
shrine, visited by millions of citizens each
year and constituting a worthwhile in-
vestment, educationally and conserva-
tionwise.

The bill names an executive board of
15 outstanding citizens who have a
strong interest in and dedication to
forestry. I believe that this citizen par-
ticipation will contribute greatly to the
ultimate success of the project. I was
pleased that each individual who was
asked to serve on the Board agreed to
accept the responsibility. I commend
them on their public spirit and willing-
ness to serve present and future genera-
tions through conservation. Their well-
known accomplishments, diverse talents
and background, wide interests and ex-
periences will serve fo help focus na-
tional attention on the cradle project.

The Board members are as follows:

Mr. John Parris, of Sylva, chairman of
the Parks Committee of the North
Carolina Department of Conservation
and Development and one of the origi-
nal promoters of the project;

Mr. Francis W. Sargent, of Boston,
chairman of the Massachusets Depart-
ment of Public Works, former executive
director of the Outdoor Recreation Re-
sources Review Commission;

Mr. Verne Rhoades of Asheville, first
supervisor of Pisgah National Forest and
a graduate of Dr. Schenck’s original Bilt-
more Forestry School;

Mr. Reuben B. Robertson of Asheville,
former chairman of the board of Cham-
pion Papers, Inc. When the Biltmore
Forestry School left the Vanderbilt es-
tate, it was located temporarily on
Champion property. Mr. Robertson is
known for his lifelong promotion of
sound forestry practices;

Dr. Melville B. Grosvenor of Washing-
ton, D.C., president of the National Geo-
graphic Society, and a member of the
Advisory Board of National Parks, His-
toric Sites, Buildings, and Monuments;

Mrs. Marian S. Heiskell of New York
City, director of special activities of the
New York Times and a member of the
Advisory Board of National Parks, His-
toric Sites, Buildings, and Monuments:

Mr. Arthur Loeb of Pisgah Forest, vice
president of Olin-Mathieson Chemical
Corp. A strong conservationist, Mr.
Loeb is an outdoorsman who has fre-
quently walked the trails through the
Cradle site;

Mr. George H. V. Cecil of the Biltmore
estate, Asheville. A conservationist him-
self, Mr. Cecil is a grandson of the late
George Vanderbilt, upon whose estate
the first forestry school was founded;
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Mr. Voit Gilmore of Southern Pines,
State senator, lumberman, and former
director of the U.S. Travel Service;

The Honorable William O. Douglas of
Washington, Associate Justice of the Su-
preme Court, a noted writer, conserva-
tionist, outdoorsman and hiker. Justice
Douglas has visited the Cradle and ex-
pressed personal interest in it;

Mr. Frank Brown of Cullowhee, presi-
dent of the North Carolina National
Park, Parkway, and Forest Development
Commission, and one of the first advo-
cates of the project;

Mr. John Veach, Sr., of Asheville, lum-
berman, conservationist and president of
the Hardwood Corp., of America;

Mr. Joseph Penfold of Washington,
national conservation director of the
Izaak Walton League of America;

Dr. R. J. Preston of Raleigh, dean of
the department of forestry at North
Carolina State College;

Mr. Ken Pomeroy of Washington,
chief forester, American Forestry Asso-
ciation. He has visited the Cradle and
taken a personal interest in the project.

HR. 11242 AMENDS THE SELF-EM-
PLOYED INDIVIDUALS TAX RE-
TIREMENT  ACT

Mr. ABBITT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my re-
marks, and to include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Virginia?

There was no objection.

Mr. ABBITT. Mr. Speaker, my bill,
H.R. 11242 is now pending before the
Ways and Means Committee of the
House. I desire o make a brief explana-
tion of its purpose:

In 1962 the Congress enacted the Self-
Employed Individuals Tax Retirement
Act of 1962, which is popularly known as
the Keogh-Smathers Act. The legisla-
tion recognized the need and equity of
providing a tax benefit to the self-em-
ployed who set up retirement plans for
themselves and their employees. Prior
to this legislation, liberalized treatment
was accorded only retirement plans set
up by corporations for their employees.

Since most professional groups, such
as doctors, lawyers, and accountants,
were prevented by State legislation or
by codes of ethies of their respective pro-
fessions from incorporating, they were
unable to benefit from the liberalized tax
treatment available to corporate retire-
ment plans. For other groups, such as
farmers, it is not customary for most of
them to incorporate. Thus, the existing
law discriminated against professional
and other self-employed groups. Yet a
strong need for some favorable treat-
ment for them existed.

Recent testimony before the Subcom-
mittee on Employment and Retirement
Incomes.of the Senate Special Commit-
tee on Aging demonstrated that few
plans have been adopted since the enact-
ment of the Self-Employed Individuals
Tax Retirement Act of 1962, The
limited use of the plans has been at-
tributed to the severe restrictions and
limitaiions that were provided in the act.
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Testimony presented during the hear-
ings before the Senate subcommittee in-
dicated that “only 15,000 persons have
been covered whereas the Treasury De-
partment estimated that 185,000 persons
would be covered in the first year alone.”
This fact illustrates the compelling need
to modify present law in order to carry
out more effectively and successfully the
intent of both Congress and the spon-
sors of the legislation. Thus, I have in-
troduced a bill that will provide the
necessary remedial legislation. Under
my bill two basic changes will be made
in the present tax treatment of self-em-
ployed individuals. These are discussed
below.

As background for a clearer under-
standing of my proposed amendments, I
will briefly review certain provisions of
the 1962 legislation.

An owner-employee—that is one who
has over 10-percent interest in the busi-
ness—may contribute to a retirement
plan the lesser of first, 10 percent of his
earned income, or second, $2,500. How-
ever, only 50 percent of the contribution
may be deducted from income for tax
purposes. Thus, the maximum contribu-
tion may be $2,500, but only $1,250 may
be deducted by the taxpayer in comput-
ing his income tax liability.

The self-employed who are not owner-
employees are not limited in the amount
they may contribute to a plan—provided
such contributions are in accordance with
a nondiscriminatory plan. However, in
computing their income tax, they may
deduct only half—50 percent—of the
amount of the lesser of first, 10 percent
of their earned income, or second, $2,500.
Thus, their maximum deduction is
limited to $1,250, the same as for owner-
employees.

One of my proposed amendments
would repeal the 50-percent restriction
on the deduction of the contribution.
Thus, if a self-employed individual con-
tributes $2,500 to a retirement plan, the
full amount would be deductible.

During the hearings before the Senate
subcommittee, one witness, who is a col-
lege professor of insurance and actuarial
mathematics and has a working back-
ground in social security, testified that
the 50-percent limitation was the major
drawback in the utilization of the retire-
ment plans. -

My bill would also remove the limita-
tion on the amount of the individual’s
income that may be regarded as earned
income if it is derived from both personal
services and capital. Present law pro-
vides that where both capital and per-
sonal services are material income-pro-
ducing factors in the trade or business,
not more than 30 percent of the net
earnings of the taxpayer from the trade
or business may qualify as earned in-
come. However, if the net earnings are
$2,500 or less the entire amount may be
regarded as earned income. This 30-
percent factor severely reduces the bene-
fit of a plan for those taxpayers, because
the amount that may be contributed to
a retirement plan is based on earned
income. Moreover, it is unrealistic. For
example, in the case of farmers, the per-
cent of income attributable to labor is
usually far above 30 percent. My bill
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will remove this arbitrary 30-percent
factor.

My bill, if enacted, will help to more
fully accomplish the original objectives
of the Self-Employed Individuals Tax
Retirement Act. It will foster the adop-
tion of retirement plans for the self-
employed. And it will provide greater
equity for the treatment of the self-em-
ployed as compared with corporate
employees who are covered by corporate
retirement plans.

QUESTIONABLE USE OF UNILATER-
AL FORCE TO PREVENT A COM-
MUNIST TAKEOVER OF A LATIN
AMERICAN COUNTRY

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my re-
marks, and to include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Minnesota?

There was no objection.

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Speaker, when the
House considered House Resolution 560,
condoning the unilateral use of force to
prevent a Communist takeover of a
Latin American country, some Members
said this would produce strong anti-
American outbursts among our southern
neighbors.

This prediction, as we have seen, has
been fulfilled. There have been both un-
official and official expressions of dismay
and anger.

Among these is a resolution of the Sen-
ate of Colombia rejecting “the return to
the policy of the ‘big stick.’”

The Members may be interested in the
actual wording of the Colombian resolu-
tion as translated by the Legislative Ref-
erence Service:

The Senate of the Republic holds that
under the collective security system the de-
fense of all countries of the hemisphere is-
sufficlently guaranteed against any intracon-
tinental or extracontinental aggression.
Consequently repudiates any unilateral
military action for deeming it overtly regres-
sive and contrary to the inter-American
Juridical and political system.

Likewise expresses its surprise at the pro-
posal of the U.S. House which represents a
return to the less pleasant eras of Yankee
imperialism against which the rest of Amer-
ica fought until it was overcome. The Sen-
ate of the Republic rejects the return to the
policy of the “big stick” and proclaims once
again its adhesion to the principle of non-
intervention. Likewise, the Senate requests
the leadership of the Latin American Parlia-
of all Latin American Congresses on the
the purpose of jointly defining the position
ment to call an extraordinary meeting for
resolution approved by the U.S. House.

THE KAY SAGE TANGUY BEQUEST
TO MUSEUM OF MODERN ART IN
NEW YORK CITY
Mr. MONAGAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent to extend my remarks

at this point in the Recorp and include
extraneous matter,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Connecticut?

There was no objection.
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Mr. MONAGAN. Mr. Speaker, Kay
Sage Tanguy’s magnificent bequest to the
Museum of Modern Art went on exhi-
bition at the museum building in New
York on September 17 for a showing that
will continue through November 28.
Mrs. Tanguy, a distinguished painter in
her own right, was the wife of Yves Tan-
guy, the noted surrealist. Mr. and Mrs.
Tanguy lived for 10 years in Woodbury,
. Conn., and Mrs. Tanguy resided there

until her death in 1963. Mrs. Tanguy
was such a unique individual that I think
it worthwhile to include herewith the
press release about her collection which
was issued by the Museum of Modern Art
on September 16. I hope that many
Americans who are interested in the arts
will take the opportunity to visit this out-
standing collection which was assembled
through the dedication and perceptive-
ness of an outstanding American and
was through her generosity made avail-
able to the people of this country.

The press release follows:

KAy SAGE TANGUY BEQUEST SHOWN AT
MvusguMm oF MODERN ART

Thirty-six works of art selected from a
group of nearly 100 bequeathed in 1963 to
the Museum of Modern Art at 11 West 53d
Street, New York, by the American painter,
Eay Sage Tanguy, will be on exhibition in
the museum's Recent Acquisitions Gallery
from September 17 through November 28.
In addition, several works previously given
by Mrs. Tanguy will be shown, along with
here own painting, “Hyphen,” purchased by
the Museum in 1966. The exhibition was
directed by Miss Sara Mazo, assistant curator
of the museum collections.

In addition to works of art from her own
collection, Kay Sage Tanguy bequeathed a
generous sum of money to the museum for
the purchase of contemporary art. This is
the largest unrestricted purchase fund that
the museum has ever received.

Like many other artists, Kay Sage was an
enthusiastic collector. She and her husband,
¥ves Tanguy, acquired the work of their
friends and colleagues in Europe in the
1930's and they were chlefly of surrealist per-
suasion. Later the work of friends in Amer-
ica was added. The present exhibition con-
tains paintings by Paul Delvaux, Max Ernst,
Jean Hélion, René Magritte, Wolfgang Paalen,
as well as Yves Tanguy; collages and assem-
blages by André Breton, Joan Mird, Kay Sage;
a sculpture by Alexander Calder; and draw-
ings by Delvaux, Frederick Kiesler, and An-
dré Masson, and Tanguy.

One of Kay Sage Tanguy's favorite paint-
ings was the Magritte “Portralt” of 1935, a
famous work by the Belgian artist which
she gave to the museum in 1956. This paint-
ing had been lent by its previous owner to
the museum's exhibition Fantastic Art, Dada,
SBurrealism in 19368. Two other Belgian works
are Included, the Delvaux oil of 1938, “The
Encounter,” and his large, highly finished
drawing done in 1947.

Tanguy’s “The Hunted Sky” of 19561 was
first shown in the museum’s Tanguy exhibi-
tion held in the year of his death, 1955. Of
this painting James Thrall Soby wrote:
“Tanguy * * * saw parts of Arizona and, like
his colleague, Max Ernst, was startled by
the geological phenomena of the American
West, which both visited soon after their
arrival here in 1939 * * *, ‘The Hunted Sky’
assembles stony forms in mannequin-like
piles, thelr relative uniformity of coloring
relieved by stark white objects, like bits of
paper blowing or settling in the arid, desert
alr.”

André Breton's “Poem-Object” of 1941 was
dedicated to Kay Sage Tanguy. The poem
is an Integral part of the object, which is an
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assemblage, and Is Inscribed in paint on the
background: “ces terrains vagues, ol j'erre,
vaincu par l'ombre, et la lune, accrochée a
la maison de mon coeur” (“these wastelands,
where I wander, overcome by the darkness,
and the moon, hanging in the house of my
heart”). In a recent letter the artlst ex-
plains that this object illustrates a dramatic
episode in his own life, and that the “house
of my heart” is to be understood as an astro-
logical term.

In the untitled collage of 1933 by Mir6, a
charcoal drawing links three postcards and
various other pictures pasted on a large sheet
of green paper. Calder’s stablile-mobile
sculpture of brightly painted aluminum is
small but characteristic, as are the paintings
by Ernst, Héllon, and Paalen dating from
the 1930's. Kay Sage's collage is one of a
group of objects she made in her last years;
it was included In the museum’s Art of As-
semblage exhibition in 1961, as was the Bre-
ton “Poem-Object.”

The Kay Sage Tanguy bequest is rich in
drawings, particularly those of Tanguy who
is represented by 72 items, only 19 of which
could be shown in the present exhibition.
William S. Lieberman, curator of drawings
and prints at the museum, says:

“The drawings in the bequest are of spe-
cial iInterest for two reasons. First, they in-
clude works by other artists which Eay and
Yves Tanguy collected for their own enjoy-
ment, drawings by Delvaux, Kiesler, and
Masson. Second, those by Tanguy himself
offer as a group a unique opportunity to
study in depth his own, remarkably unhesi-
tant draftsmanship, from the humorously
collaborative ‘cadavre exquis’ of 1934 to deli-
cately refilned constructions drawn in 1949
and 1953.

“Most of the 19 drawings selected for ex-
hibition belong to Tanguy's last years in the
United States. None are preparatory studies
for major works in oil or gouache, They ar-
ticulate, sometimes tentatively and always in
simple outline, the disquietly amorphic
shapes which, modeled, contoured and
grouped together, become the silent sculpture
which fills the haunting vistas of his paint-
ing.

“Several of the drawings were concelved in
series, and the beguest includes a complete
sequence of 22 such drawings, done in 1942,
in different colored inks on different colored
sheets of uniform size.

“The largest drawing by Tanguy is one
of his last as well as perhaps his best known.
Drawn in 1953, it was reproduced by James
Thrall Soby in his monograph “Yves Tanguy”™
published by the museum in 1955."”

EKatherine Linn Sage was born in 1898 in
Albany, N.Y., daughter of Henry Manning
Sage, a New York State senator. As a small
child she was taken to Italy, where she lived,
except for the years of World War I, until
1937. She lived in Paris from 1937 to 1939
and then returned to the TUnited States.
¥Yves Tanguy came here shortly after and
they were married the following year, even-
tually settling in a 19th century farmhouse in
Woodbury, Conn. Tanguy died there in 1955
and Kay Sage in 1963.

As a painter Kay Sage was self-taught.
She first exhibited her paintings at the Sur-
indépendants in Paris in 1938, although she
had had a small show in 1936 in Milan,
From 1940 to 1961 she held nine one-man
shows In New York, as well as one-man ex-
hibitions at the San Francisco Museum of
Art and Hartford's Wadsworth Atheneum.
She took part in many national and interna-
tional exhibitions both here and abroad.
Her work is in the collections of the Metro-
politan and Whitney Museums and the Mu-
seum of Modern Art in New York; the Art
Institute of Chicago; the California Palace
of the Legion of Honor in San Francisco;
Wesleyan University, Middleton, Conn.; and
the Walker Art Center, Minn,
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When EKay Sage returned to America in
1939 she had already planned with the ap-
proval of Yvon Delbos, French Minister of
Education, a series of one-man shows in
New York for artists working in Paris. Con-
tributions and proceeds from sales were to
be used to assist artists in France who were
involved in the crisis of World War II. Yves
Tanguy came to this country with the au-
thorization of the French Government to
inaugurate this series of exhibitions with his
first one-man show In New York. Jean
Hélion's was the second show of this series.

A memorial exhibition of KEay Sage's paint-
ings and drawings will be held at the Matta-
tuck Museum, Waterbury, Conn., this year.
It will be shown thereafter at the Albany
Institute of History and Art, the Lyman
Allyn Museum, New London, and at Williams
and Vassar Colleges.

James Thrall Soby, chairman of the mu-
seum's committee on the museum collections,
writes:

“In the house at Woodbury, Conn., which
Yves and Kay Tanguy bought toward the
end of World War II, there were many works
of art. A few were by them but most were
by friends and colleagues, chiefly of sur-
realist persuasion * * * It delighted both
Tanguys to remember that the house had
once been the village poorhouse. They had
painted it white throughout the interior,
yellow outside, and there were two hand-
some barns in back which they used as
studlos * * *. It was apparent that Kay
Tanguy was the collector in the family. At
the very end of her life she talked like an
excited schoolgirl about some small pre-
Columbian sculptures she had bought in New
York. She constantly acquired rare books
and had them elaborately bound * * ¢,
Of all the works here shown Kay preferred
the Magritte ‘Portrait’ * * *. She liked al-
most equally the Mird, the Ernst, Breton's
‘Poem-Object,” the two works by Delvaux
and—naturally—everything Yves had paint-
ed‘"

A TRIBUTE TO HERBERT TENZER—
A MAN OF DEDICATION

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my re-
marks, and to include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Michigan?

There was no objection.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr., Speaker, I am
taking this time to express my deep ap-
preciation to my good friend and col-
league on the Judiciary Committee, Con-
gressman HerBerT TENZER, for the cru-
cial role he has played in the effort to
provide home rule for the District of Co-
lumbia. It was through HEerBERT TENZ-
ER’s initiative and leadership that all our
Jewish new year services held in the
Washington on Monday and Tuesday,
the first 2 days of the Jewish new year
season which is considered to be the most
holy and solemn period in the Jewish re-
ligious calendar. This is a time when
Jews all over the world join with their
families to attend religious services and
seek forgiveness of sins and pray for a
just, peaceful, and happy new year.

HerserT TENZER organized and made
all the arrangements for these special
Jewish new year services held in the
prayer room of the Capitol so that our
Jewish colleagues would be able to ob-
serve the new year and still attend the
sessions of the House. My assistant,
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who attended the services, has told me
of their great beauty and solemnity.

I have great respect for HERBERT TENZER
for his orthodox observance of the Jew-
ish faith which has never stopped him
from vigorously pursuing his duties as a
Member of this House. I would like to
quote to you HerserT TENZER’S eloguent
explanation of why our Jewish colleagues
chose to forgo their obvious desire to be
with their families during the new year
holiday in order to help provide local
self-government for the 800,000 residents
of our Nation's Capital:

Justice is why we're here. Justice for
800,000 people who have been denied it in
the city of Washington.

As a sponsor of a bill providing home
rule for the District of Columbia and as
someone very much concerned that this
House should speedily grant complete
local self-government to the people of
Washington, I want to express my deep
appreciation to all the Jewish Members
of this House who have each been con-
sistent supporters of complete and mean-
ingful home rule for the District of
Columbia. Each of the following Mem-
bers signed the discharge petition and
supported home rule on the crueial pro-
cedural votes on Monday: Congressman
EmanveL CELLER, of New York; LEONARD
FarBSTEIN, of New York; SAMUEL N. FrIE-
pEL, of Maryland, Jacos H. GILBERT, of
New York, SEymMOoUR HALPERN, of New
York; CHARLES S. JOELSON, of New Jer-
sey; AsraHAM J. MULTER, of New York;
RiIcHARD OTTINGER, of New York; JoserH
¥. Resnick, of New York; BENJAMIN S.
RosenTHAL, of New York; James H.
ScuEUER, of New York; HERBERT TENZER,
of New York; Lester L. WoLFF, of New
York; SmmNEY R. YATES, of Illinois. Our
esteemed colleague Congressman HERMAN
Torn, of Pennsylvania has, of course,
been ill, but he took special care to be
paired on Monday in support of home
rule.

Mr. Speaker, I include an article from
the Washington Post of Wednesday, Sep-
tember 29, regarding these special Jewish
New Year services held in the Prayer
Room in the Capitol in the REcorp im-
mediately following my remarks:
LAWMAKERS STAaY For HoME RULE VoTE—RosH

HASHANA SERVICES ARE HELD IN CAPITOL

BUILDING PRAYER RooM

(By Leroy F. Aarons)

The strains of ‘“Hamelech"—the King—
the opening prayer of the Rosh Hashana
morning service, broke the long silence of
the tiny room.

The King, the Lord, sits on his throne and
judges the world, the rabbl chanted in He-
brew. Before him, 11 Congressmen, 1 Sen-
ator, and a small gathering of family and
friends sang with him.

It was the New Year (5726) and the day
of judgment, the beginning of a period when
men's deeds are weighed and his future
sealed.

But for this select congregation, the scene
yesterday was not the synagogue. It was
the Capitol Prayer Room, a tiny enclave
tucked away behind the great rotunda re-
served for Congressmen who come there to
meditate and pray.

The Congress, conscious of the traditional
church-state separation, had made this room
nondenominational, Stained glass window
framed by a rounded arch depicts a young
George Washington around whom is inscribed
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Psalm 16.1: “Preserve me, O God: for in
Thee do I put my trust.”” Before the window
a King James Bible usually lies on a lectern,
and two candelabra, with seven lights, stand
on either side.

But yesterday, for the first time, the Eing
James Bible was gone. In its place, housed
in a converted bookcase representing the
Holy Ark, stood two Torahs, the sacred Five
Books of Moses.

“Avinu Malkenu"—Our Father, Our Eing,
have pity on us—the rabbi sang, and the con-
gregation, clothed in white skull caps and
prayer shawls, responded.

Then, the ark was opened and the Torahs
placed on the lectern. Representative ABra-
HAM J. MULTER, Democrat, of New York, ap-
proached the altar and spoke the words,
“Borochu es adonoi hamvoroch”—Blessed is
the name of God, He is blessed.

MUvuLTER, a leader of the bipartisan effort
on home rule for Washington, was followed
to the altar by Representative HERBERT TEN-
zerR, Democrat, of New York, who suggested
converting the nondenominational prayer
room to a synagogue for 2 days so the 13
active Jewlsh Congresmen could be present
for the home rule debate.

Midway in the service, Speaker of the
House JoHN W. McCorMACK slipped quietly
into the room, He too, donned the yarmelka
(the skull cap), in Orthodox and Conserva-
tive Judaism a symbol of respect in the
House of the Lord.

At that point, the rabbl sounded the
shofar—the ram's horn—a piercing, soprano
sound that signals a call to repentance, a
harbinger of the justice awaiting all man-
kind.

“Justice is why we're here,” TENZER sald
during the service. *“Justice for 800,000 peo-
ple who have been denied it in the city
of Washington.”

THE MAN WHO TALKED SENSE

Mr. HECHLER., Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my re-
marks, and to include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
West Virginia ?

There was no objection.

Mr. HECHLER. Mr. Speaker, a brief
and moving tribute to Adlai E. Steven-
son’s influence on American political
campaigning appeared in the September
1965 issue of Fair Comment, published
by the Fair Campaign Practices Commit-

When Adlal Stevenson died, most of the
eulogies we read and heard took full cogni-
zance of his contributions to political rhet-
oric. And, indeed, why not? Governor Ste-
venson brought to the national arena of
politics & public address of style and grace,
felicity and lucidity, that was new to the ex-
perience of living Americans. The great
orators of American tradition were the stem-
winders of florid imagery and scant restraint.
By comparison, Stevenson set a rhetorical ex-
ample that was like a single flawless emerald
beside a rhinestone breastplate.

But many of the tributes to Stevenson
missed two points, one intriguing, the other
especlally iImportant. The smaller one first:
Adlal Stevenson established a mode in 1952
which John Eennedy slipped easily into as
1960 approached. Both exemplified verbal
elegance, speech from dignity,
motivated by compassion and resolve, fllu-
minated with wit and insight, touched with
grace.

More substantially, Adlal Stevenson
brought into American politics a great roster
of decent American citizens who otherwise
would have continued to inhabit the side-
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lines murmuring the creed of the unin-
volved—"politics is a dirty business.”

Stevenson's lonely voice and appeal to rea-
son were a unique call. In response, thou-
sands of volunteers for Stevenson sprang up,
bringing into politics men and women who
couldn't bring themselves to claim an un-
qualified party label but who could, and
would, respond to Stevenson's “talking sense
to the American people.” Their transition
into partisanship was eased by the post—1952
phrase, “Stevensonian Democrats.” One
heard it less frequently after a couple of
years as these new partisans began to savor
the stuff of politics. All this was implied
in EveENE McCARTHY'S moving identification
of Stevenson at the 1960 Democratic Con-
vention as “the man who made us all proud
to be Democrats.”

It might be paraphrased and extended, on
some memorial plaque or marker, to include
men who felt his presence without sharing
his party: “the man who made us all proud
to be politicians.”

OUR FLOUNDERING MARITIME POL-
ICY: A NEED FOR LEADERSHIP

Mr, MATILLTARD. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.

Mr. MAILLTARD. Mr. Speaker, this
past May I spoke on the topic “What Do
We Want of Our Merchant Marine?”
Then, as now, I am not able to answer
this very basiec question. Today, no one
can answer this question. Not even the
Secrefary of Commerce, who is charged
with this responsibility, can answer it.
An answer requires that there be a mari-
time policy, or at the very least, an ad-
ministration program. We have neither
a maritime policy, nor an administra-
tion program. The Secretary of Com-
merce, the Honorable John T. Connor,
admitted this during a press conference
on February 9, 1965. Speaking in con-
nection with the Maritime Administra-
tor’s controversial speech of the same
date, delivered in New Orleans, La., the
Secretary stated, and I quote:

But any indication in that speech of an
administration program is—first of all, I
don't think there is any indication in there
because there isn't any administration pro-
gram at the moment.

Why are we lacking either a policy or
an administration program? Well, one
need only look to the events of 1961 and
the ensuing years for the answer. More
than 4 years of perpetual study, inde-
cision, and constant censure have placed
whatever maritime policy we might have
had in a state of limbo, and dangerously
adrift. But, more importantly, I point
to the complete and utter lack of con-
structive and knowledgeable Federal
leadership without which no policy ever
will be effective. This deficiency is
largely owing to Reorganization Plan No.
T of 1961.

It was in 1961, also, that studies of our
maritime policy were commenced. In
April of that year the Maritime Evalua-
tion Committee was established at the
request of the then Secretary of Com-
merce, the Honorable Luther H. Hodges.
Its report was published in July 1963.
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The report apparently died aborning be-
cause of its many controversial and un-
sound recommendations. But from re-
cent newspaper articles concerning the
unofficial release of the interagency
maritime task force report, it seems
that new life has been given to these con-
cepts, presumably rejected only 2 years
ago. In addition, we have had the re-
port of the Maritime Advisory Commit-
tee. Thus, in less than 3 years we have
had an equal number of differing re-
ports concerning our maritime policy.
None of these reports have been brought
before the Congress. None have been
nurtured to fruition. To the contrary,
with the release of each report there usu-
ally have been accompanying assertions
by the executive branch that such reports
do not represent a new maritime policy.
It is in this sea of conflicting opinion and
reports that the American merchant ma-
rine has been buffeted these past 4 years.
There can be little doubt that this con-
stitutes a significant and major factor in
the decay of the American merchant
marine.

I have seen the American merchant
marine swell in times of crisis. I have
seen it shrink in times of calm, Never,
however, have I seen it drift so helplessly
becalmed toward utter stagnation since
Reorganization Plan No. 7 of 1961 and
the ensuing 4 years of perpetual study.
Meanwhile, the policy of existing law
under the Merchant Marine Act of 1936
has been effectively frustrated and un-
dermined. The climate of financial and
economic stability so painstakingly built
up over so many years, and so vital to
the promotion of our merchant marine
has been seriously impaired. We have
been simply “backing and filling” for 4
yvears. All too often forgotten is the fact
that indecision ultimately becomes deci-
sion through inaction.

I can only compare the ineptness of
the present Maritime Administration to
promote our merchant marine to the
legend which grew up about the Sargasso
Sea. The Sargasso Sea is a tract of the
North Atlantic Ocean covered by float-
ing seaweed. Superstitious sailors be-
lieved that ships might become enmeshed
in this seaweed without being able to
escape. Modern American mariners must
live in equal fear of becoming becalmed
in the insidious lassitude of the present
Maritime Administration. The legend of
the Sargasso Sea, of course, has been
dispelled. However, the record of the
present Maritime Administration has
served only to confirm its inability to
function under the existing organiza-
tional structure.

Under Reorganization Plan No. T of
1961 all functions of the Maritime Ad-
ministration were placed under the De-
partment of Commerce. This inferior
status of our promotional maritime
agency has been the vehicle for confu-
sion, uncertainty, and vacillation. The
promotion of our merchant marine has
been lost in the maze of other larger and
unassociated functions for which the
Secretary of Commerce is responsible.
As Dr. J. Herbert Holloman, Assistant
Secretary of Commerce for Science and
‘Technology, recently observed before the
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Subcommittee on Oceanography, and I
quote:

It seems no more appropriate, for example,
to bring physical oceanography and marine
transportation together because both are re-
lated to the oceans than it does to bring
geology and agriculture together because
both are related to the earth.

It makes even less sense to me to place
marine transportation in a subordinate
position within the Department of Com-
merce, which, for example, is more ac-
tively concerned with public roads than
with our merchant marine.

When Reorganization Plan No. 7 of
1961 was considered, I stated then that
it represented an inconsistent philos-
ophy. On the one hand, aviation was
taken out from under the Department of
Commerce and provided independent
status. On the other, the promotional
activities of the American merchant ma-
rine were placed subordinate to the De-
partment of Commerce. Time has borne
out the fallacy of Reorganization Plan
No. 7. One look at these two indus-
tries—aviation and maritime—is suffi-
cient to attest to the wisdom of an in-
dependent agency. Aviation can look
to the independent Federal Aviation
Agency to promote its cause. For ex-
ample, aviation is forging ahead with a
highly imaginative supersonic transport
program. It is estimated that this pro-
gram will cost in excess of $1 billion,
The Government will underwrite about
75 percent of this cost. The American
merchant marine, however, must plead
with a second-rate Maritime Administra-
tion to even honor existing subsidy con-
tracts.

There is no doubt that the organiza-
tional structure of the Maritime Admin-
istration is unique. It is unique because
without recommendation, without cause,
and with years of congressional studies
and experience to the contrary, it em-
bodies a castoff administrative procedure
of the early thirties. It is unique, also,
because it is the only major transporta-
tion agency to have gained independent
status and then to have lost it. But,
more importantly, it is unique because
of the three-man Maritime Subsidy
Board established within the Maritime
Administration. It is the focus of all
actions by the Maritime Administration,
yvet it is impotent. There is neither a
statutory basis for the existence or au-
thority of this Board, nor is there estab-
lished tenure of office for its members.
Its decisions are subject to review and
veto by the Secretary of Commerce. All
of its members are employees of the
Maritime Administration. Two of the
employee-members are directly subordi-
nate to, not equal to, the Maritime Ad-
ministrator, who is Chairman of the
Board. As a consequence, the Maritime
Subsidy Board is but one voice—that
of the presidentially appointed Maritime
Administrator—and two echoes. As far
as I have been able to determine, there
have been only three dissents by Board
members, and three dissenters are no
longer with the Board. And, lest you
get any notion that the Board is infalli-
ble, its unanimous decisions have been
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reversed on several occasions by the See-

retary of Commerce.

It is to remedy this situation that I
am introducing today a bill to reestab-
lish an independent Federal Maritime
Administration. This Administration
would be headed by a three-man Federal
Maritime Board, appointed by the Presi-
dent, by and with the advice of the Sen-
ate, for fixed terms of office. The Board
would collectively set policy for the pro-
motion of the American merchant ma-
rine. The Administration would imple-
ment such policy. To insure this, the
Chairman of the Board would be desig-
nated as the chief executive and admin-
istrative officer of the Administration.

The Federal Maritime Administration
which I propose would serve as an inde-
pendent spokesman for the maritime in-
dustry. It would be able freely to pro-
mote the American merchant marine. It
would be subject to closer and more ef-
fective scrutiny by the Congress. No
longer would congressional inquiries be
evaded by requests to clear positions with
a superior agency as is so often the case
now. Moreover, by virtue of its inde-
pendent status, the proposed administra-
tion would have more direct contact with
the offices of the President than is now
the case.

The legislation I am introducing is by
no means a panacea for our ailing mer-
chant marine. It would serve, however,
to complement either the existing mari-
time policy which is presently stale-
mated, or any “new policy” that may be
forthcoming. I further hope that it will
serve as a forum for constructive discus-
sion among industry and labor. The
time is long overdue for the removal of
discussion of our maritime policy from
the public forum to an appropriate con-
gressional committee. The entire spec-
trum of our maritime policy and the ve-
hicle for its implementation must be
realistically explored and must result in
affirmative, not dilatory, action.

Today we are in armed conflict in
Vietnam without an adequate merchant
fleet and without sufficient trained mer-
chant marine personnel. The reliability
of our National Defense Reserve Fleet is
open to serious question. Acting as
chairman of the House Committee on
Merchant Marine and Fisheries, the
Honorable Epwarp A. GaARMATZ, Demo-
crat, of Maryland, has expressed his con-
cern over this in a recent letter to the
President. Foreign-flag ships have re-
fused to carry our defense cargoes to
Vietnam. These ohservations only serve
to emphasize the need for a revitalized
American merchant marine, Tomorrow
Vietnam could escalate into a major con-
flict of EKorean proportions. Or new
crises could erupt in other far-flung cor-
ners of the globe requiring seagoing lo-
gistical support. We simply cannot wait
until disaster dictates what we should
have done. All too often in the past we
have awaited the lash of necessity before
acting. The path to a strong and efii-
cient merchant marine may be long and
difficult—but it is imperative -that we
embark on it now.

An ancient Chinese proverb notes, in
part, that “A journey of a thousand miles
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began with a single step.” I believe that
the first step in the journey to revitaliz-
ing our merchant marine is the estab-
lishment of an independent Federal
Maritime Administration as proposed in
my bill. Without this first step, the
American merchant marine will remain
becalmed in its own Sargasso Sea—a sub-
ordinate an inept Maritime Administra-
tion.

SHUDDERING OUTLOOK OF SHIP-
PING AND SHIPBUILDING UNDER
TASK FORCE RECOMMENDA-
TIONS

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent to address the House for 1
minute, to revise and extend my remarks,
and to include a letter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Washington?

There was no objection.

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, I am fo-
day joining my colleague, the gentleman
from California [Mr. MaiLLIArD], in in-
troducing a bill to reestablish the Mari-
time Administration as an independent
agency of the Government.

This legislation would remove the U.S.
Maritime Agency from under control of
the Secretary of Commerce. Thereby
the orphan status of this Agency would
be eliminated in the interest of promot-
ing the vital needs of the American mer-
chant marine which has been suffering
from neglect, uncertainty, and sheer
ineptitude.

My bill is especially appropriate at
this time when the shipping and ship-
building industry, including both man-
agement and labor, are in such a furor
over certain of the recent purposals
contained in a Government task force
report looking toward a complete re-
vamping of U.S. maritime policy. In-
deed these radical changes—especially
on the Pacific coast—could be the death
knell of American-flag service and like-
wise of our shipyards—both of which
are so necessary for national defense.

My bill is designed as a first step in
the direction of restoring a strong mer-
chant marine capable of meeting grow-
ing foreign competition.

In this regard, I have written the fol-
lowing letter to Under Secretary of Com-
merce Alan Boyd which outlines my
views as to the dire effects certain of the
task force proposals would entail—espe-
cially on the Pacific coast:

WasHINGTON, D.C,,
September 30, 1965.
Mr. AuaN S. BoYbp,
Under Secretary of Commerce for Transporta-
tion, Department of Commerce, Wash-

ington, D.C.

Dear Mr. SECRETARY: Now that the text of
the Interagency maritime task force proposal
has been removed somewhat from the bootleg
stage, perhaps some comments are in order
before any officlal extensive changes in TU.B.
maritime policy are announced.

First, I must say in all frankness that I
predicted in 1961 that adoption of President
EKennedy's plan of placing the functions of
the Maritime Administration under the De-
partment of Commerce would relegate this
agency to an inferlor status. Indeed, my
first suggestion is that it be reestablished as
an independent agency, in order to remove
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the vital needs of the American merchant
marine from their orphan condition and
thereby allow it to function as originally in-
tended, to promote our vital shipping indus-
try and welfare. Legislation to carry out this
change is being introduced by me and other
Members of Congress.

Meanwhile, I must point up that certain
facts reveal the bleakness of the outlook for
the future role of American shipping. On or-
der, as I am informed, as of August 1, for
U.S.-flag operations, were 39 dry cargo ships
and one tanker, totaling 550,000 deadwelght
tons. In contrast, the total for Russia is 434
dry cargo ships, tankers, and bulk carriers,
totaling 4 million tons.

By the same token, Norway, Japan, Great
Britain, Liberia, France, and West Germany
all have on order far more tonnage than the
United States.

The policy established by Congress under
the Merchant Marine Act of 1936 has been in-
creasingly disregarded. Our fleet, although
consisting of some of the finest merchant
cargo ships afloat, has dwindled, and I am
fearful that adoption of task force recom-
mendations will reduce our shipbuilding
capacity and our seafaring personnel far be-
low the needs of national security.

In the spirit of constructive criticlsm, I
want to outline the eflfect of the task force
proposal, as I see it, on west coast shipping—
which I know better—and which I believe
may be quite different from the east or
gulf coast situations.

While there are many features highly ob-
jectionable in the recent Interagency Mari-
time Task Force report, it is pertinent to
point out the damaging effect several of
these proposals would have on west coast
shipping, if they should be promulgated.
First and foremost is the proposal to pay
operating subsidy only on the carriage of
“commerclal cargoes.” The Vietnam situa-
tlon is very real to the west coast U.S.-flag
operators. All efforts are being made to fur-
nish all possible space requested by the Gov=-
ernment. Today, due to many causes, there
is very little commercial cargo moving to the
Far East and if the subsidized U.S. operators
were forced under this proposal to only ob-
taln subsidy payments for carrying commer-
clal cargoes, there is no question but that
our major west coast steamship companies
would cease to exist overnight. And not only
is this situation In the Pacific Ocean re-
lated solely to Vietnam, the Far East is for
the most part composed of nations relying
upon the various forms of U.S. ald and Gov-
ernment-sponsored cargoes. The Govern-
ment cargoes are there and must be carried,
If not by U.S. vessels, then by foreign-flag
operators who are standing in the wings.
Commercial cargoes are not sufficlent in
amounts to perpetuate U.S.-flag operators in
the Pacific Ocean.

A second feature that would also wreak
havoc is the proposal to allow foreign-bullt
ships to be registered under the U.S. flag with
all privileges extended to the U.S. operators.
This would be much more than a chink in
the dike to the opening of the coastwise laws.
This giant step would serve to soon do away
with all protection we have long deemed
necessary for our domestic operators, not
only along the Pacific coastline, but to
Alaska, Hawali, and Guam. This great
stretch of coastline and island areas would
soon be subject to the whims and charges of
foreign operators. Under the proposals em-
bodied in this task force report, not only our
Nation's shipyards, but U.S.-owned steam-
ship companies would soon disappear.

Further, the report envisions the loss of
some 20,000 seafaring berths. As far as the
west coast i3 coneerned, employment for sea-
men and shipyard workers would be virtually
nonexistent. The report tells passenger
operators that they are no longer needed,
that passenger ships are a relic of the past.
If this is so, why is Japan and many other
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maritime nations of the world now engaged
in enormous construction programs to
greatly increase the size of their passenger
fleets?

And finally, one issue that causes grave
concern to me, coming from the Pacific
Northwest, is the proposal to ellminate the
trade routes concept and say to all opera-
tors, “Go wherever you can to find commer-
clal cargoes.” Our port of Seattle would un-
questionably be seriously damaged in that
the operators now furnishing a regularly
scheduled service into this great port could
no longer set scheduled arrivals and depar-
tures, but would be forced to constantly
search all the western ports for cargoes on a
“carry it where you can find it"” basis.

Sincerely,
TroMAS M. PELLY,
Representative in Congress,

INFLATION

Mr, SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my remarks
at this point in the REcorbp.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr., SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, infla-
tion—the unwelcome marauder that
gnaws away at buying power—is wreak-
ing havoc in the family ecupboard.
While the general price index slowly but
relentlessly moves upward, food prices
are advancing at a rate that may bring
severe dietary problems to households
around the country.

The wholesale price index, in reaching
a new high during July, presages still
higher prices to come. Up from the
1959 average by 2.9 percent, that index
is particularly dangerous because 2.5 per-
cent of the total amount came during the
past year. Despite reduction in excise
taxes that took effect in July, the con-
sumer price index continues upward.

The September 1 issue of the United
Mine Workers Journal predicts that liv-
ing costs will reach record levels this
month and cites the especially sharp
jump in food prices in recent years.
Alarmed at this trend, the journal has
undertaken to indicate substitute foods
for those that have spiraled out of reach
of the consumer’s purse.

Mr. Speaker, unless the administration
is willing to eut down unnecessary spend-
ing, inflation will endanger the living
standard of every American family, par-
ticularly those on fixed incomes. A
spendthrift government, dedicated to
expansion of bureaucratic programs and
oblivious to waste, triggers economic in-
flation. The resultant decline in buying
power deprives a substantial part of our
population of the necessaries that include
proper nourishment for the children who
will make up the América of tomorrow.

If my colleagues have not recently vis-
ited a food market, I woulcd suggest that
a tour of the aisles can be a most en-
lightening venture. Check, if you will,
the price of the most widely used meat
cuts, which have jumped an average of
8 cents per pound—or 11 percent—in the
past 4 months. And for those families
who have looked to this season of the
year to make up for the fruits that car-
ried prohibitory price tags in past
months, costs are appalling.
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There are, of course, other factors that
tend to drive prices upward and to pre-
clude traditional seasonal bargains, but
inflation remains the principal villain
and looms more perilous in the months
and years ahead. In reporting that Fed-
eral spending is heading for new peace-
time peaks, William F. Arbogast, Asso-
ciated Press staff writer, pointed out this
often-overlooked but obviously inevita-
ble conclusion in the Pittsburgh Post-
Gazette of September 6:

Only the down payment for much of the
cost of the nonmilitary program will be
footed this year, for many of its facets are
spread over future years.

The die that reduces in value the wages
of our workers has been cast in the offices
of Government extravagance, but Con-
gress can yet stem the tide of predatory
inflation by rejecting further unneces-
sary authorizations and appropriations,
and by insisting upon a thorough ac-
counting of all expenditures on the part
of the executive departments. In behalf
of all wage earners, but particularly those
on fixed incomes, Congress has a respon-
sibility to make every effort to require
that the Federal Government adopt rea-
sonable fiscal policies. To the pensioner,
the widow whose monthly income cannot
be adjusted upward, and to recipients of
social security benefits, there is no other
way out.

U.S. SUGAR INTERESTS SHOULD
PLAY FAIR ON IMPORT FEE

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Illinois?

There was no objection.

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, one of
the two amendments which the Rules
Committee has made in order to the
Sugar Act would impose an import fee
on sugar coming from foreign producers.
Some doubt exists as to whether an im-
port fee is regarded favorably by U.S.
sugar interests.

Some doubt exists as to the attitude of
the major elements of the U.S. sugar
industry in regard to the import fee pro-
posal. I have had several Members tell
me they have received reports that I
am misrepresenting the attitude of the
U.S. sugar industry in regard to an im-
port fee.

In order to help erase any doubt, I am
placing in the Recorp the full text of
recommendations the U.S. industry
.made, at the request of the Johnson ad-
ministration and certain Members of
Congress, on March 29, 1965, in regard
to sugar legis